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Abstract
This experimental study reviewed the efficacy of a new classroom tool known as the
Showcase Assignment. This assignment reduces public speaking anxiety in the public
speaking classroom. This assignment asked students to pick a talent (poetry reading,
singing, etc.) that is important to them in some way, give a brief description of what their
talent is, disclose its importance to them, and perform it in front of the class. This study
was based on literature related to communication apprehension, experiential learning and
self-disclosure theories, and classroom environment. This study used pre-test post-test
survey methodology of 179 students, split into treatment and control groups, enrolled in
speech courses at two mid-sized universities in the Southern United States to answer five
research questions: (1) How does the implementation of the Showcase Assignment affect
public speaking anxiety as it relates to speech classrooms? (2) How does the Showcase
Assignment impact grades on speaking assignments compared to those that are not
exposed? (3) How do students describe the Showcase Assignment in relation to a
supportive classroom environment? (4) How do students describe the Showcase
Assignment in relation to creative learning? (5) How do perceived instructor personality
and implementation of the Showcase Assignment compare to the students’ perception
of instructor personality and implementation of the Showcase Assignment? The study
found that the Showcase Assignment did not have a significant impact on students’
self-reports of anxiety overall but, the instructor teaching the Showcase Assignment
did impact those reports. The Showcase Assignment did improve student’s observed
anxiety levels, meaning that students in the experiment group appeared more
confident when speaking. The assignment also showed an improvement in student
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grade on speaking assignments. The study found that students reported positive
feedback concerning the Showcase Assignment including its benefits in creating a
supportive classroom environment and in enhancing creativity skills to help with other
speech class presentations. Finally, the study showed that positive instructor personality
and implementation of the Showcase Assignment will result in positive student
feedback.
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Chapter 1 Introduction
Introduction to Public Speaking Anxiety
This section is a brief overview of what public speaking anxiety is and how it
affects students in classroom settings, the effects communication apprehension has on
higher education. Then the study identified the Showcase Assignment in question that
was designed by the researcher, and finally the study discussed the problem or gap within
current classroom communication apprehension relief methods and described the purpose
of the study.
Public Speaking Anxiety (PSA) is a type of communication anxiety where
students experience physiological arousal or negative self-doubts and/or negative
behavior as a response to an anticipated or actual presentation (Daly, McCroskey, Ayres,
Hopf, & Ayres, 1997). Unfortunately, PSA often creates a vicious cycle with high levels
of PSA resulting in poor speech preparation and performance which in turn increase the
student’s PSA levels (Daly, Vangelisti, & Weber, 1995). When students were reporting
their most common fears, public speaking was selected more often as a common fear than
any other fear, including death (Dwyer & Davidson, 2012).
Learning to cope with public speaking anxiety is essential as presentations are a
necessary part of both college and work responsibilities. It is vital that students gain
competence in public speaking early to ensure success in academia and the workforce
(Johnson & Szczupakiewicz, 1987). It is for these reasons and more that public speaking
is often considered a mandatory or core course by many higher education institutions
(Emanuel, 2005). The role of a speech course is to provide hands on guidance teaching
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students how to prepare for a presentation, communicate effectively, and alleviate public
speaking anxiety (Ford & Wolvin, 1993; Gibson, Hanna, & Huddleston, 1985).
According to Pribyl, Keaten, Sakamoto, and Koshikawa (1998), there are three
commonly referenced methods of reducing public speaking anxiety: conditioned anxiety
reduction methods (i.e., systematic desensitization), negative thought interventions (i.e.,
emotional therapy, cognitive restructuring, and visualization); and skills training (i.e.,
rhetoritherapy). One study by Allen, Hunter, and Donohue (1989) suggest that a
combination of all three methods mentioned above is more effective in relieving the
symptoms of public speaking anxiety than a single method used alone. However,
systematic desensitization does work best when the nature of the problem is, “situational
rather than a major skill deficit” (Friedrich, Goss, Cunconan, & Lane, 1997 p. 316).
There are seven causes behind situational anxiety as identified by Buss’s (1980)
taxonomy: novelty, unfamiliarity, subordinate status, conspicuousness, formality,
dissimilarity, and degree of attention from others (Buss, 1980). These causes were then
redefined into more measurable components: conspicuousness, degree of attention from
others, dissimilarity, subordinate status, and unfamiliarity (Buss, 1980). This framework
is, “largely based on empirical evidence in studies of social evaluation anxiety” (Buss,
1986, p. 39–40). That empirical evidence is derived from studies conducted by Beatty
and colleagues that confirm Buss’s components to be valid and reliable in measuring
situational anxiety. (Beatty, 1988; Beatty, Balfantz, & Kuwabara, 1989; Beatty &
Friedland, 1990).
This dissertation was a report of the effectiveness of a teaching tool created by the
researcher identified as the Showcase Assignment. This assignment is self-presentation
2

based and aims to subject students to a high level of self-disclosure early on in the
semester with the intent of easing their public situational anxiety and improving their
speaking ability. This assignment allows students to learn using a hands on method early
in the semester. This assignment employs experiential learning theory by examining both
abstract knowledge and experiences (Kolb 1984). This assignment also uses the concept
of self-disclosure, which is the act of revealing more information about one’s self to
another or an audience (Berger, 1986). The concept of self-disclosure is founded on both
uncertainty reduction theory (Berger & Calabrese, 1975) and social penetration theory
(Altman & Taylor, 1973).
The Showcase Assignment
The researcher saw both from previous studies and from personal teaching
experiences, there was a need to address communication apprehension in the speech
classroom. The researcher wanted to focus solely on apprehension, not on format or
delivery, all while making the assignment as enjoyable for students as possible. As a
result, the showcase assignment was created. A copy of the Showcase Assignment can be
found in Appendix A. The Showcase Assignment is a classroom tool, designed by the
researcher, to aid in alleviating communication apprehension by using self-disclosure and
subjecting students to high levels of communication apprehension early. It consists of a
one to three minute in-class presentation in which the student can entertain the class in
any appropriate way they wish as long as they choose something with personal meaning.
The students will give a brief introduction of their talent and provide an explanation to the
importance of the talent selected. The talent must have the instructor’s approval prior to
the presentation being given to ensure it is appropriate and fulfills the self- disclosure
need. The assignment was not graded as to reduce the anxiety associated with it. It was
3

simply deemed a participation activity. In order to increase its effectiveness of lowering
situation anxiety, it must be the first oral presentation assigned. Examples of talents
include but are not limited to singing, dancing, playing an instrument, reading a poem, or
baton twirling. The goal of this assignment is not a successful performance, but a
successful effort.
The premise was that by engaging in the Showcase Assignment, students would have the
opportunity to understand their level of apprehension and practice overcoming their
communication apprehension by giving a presentation before the class, which will have
them self-disclose their personal experiences and opinions in front of others. They would
be able to learn what it really feels like to stand in front of the class and speak, if they
speak slower or faster than they imagined they would, and learn if they have any nervous
ticks they need to overcome such as swaying or pausing too often. They were able to
learn all of these things without the fear of a grade and the least amount of pressure or
judgment possible. This was an opportunity that students would not normally have as
typically their first time speaking in front of the class is well into the semester and for a
grade. When it comes to learning a presentation based art form, the only way to learn is
by physically engaging in the material and in this case through experiential learning
theory. A great deal of research has been conducted concerning communication
apprehension, experiential learning theory, and the effects of self-disclosure as an
effective teaching tool as well as on public speaking anxiety in the classroom (Cayanus &
Martin, 2008; Downs, Javidi & Nussbaum, 1988; Lannutti & Strauman, 2006; Myers,
1998). This research was addressed in this study.
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Problem Statement
Prior research has revealed that various interventions and methods including
experiential learning treatments or skills-based training programs like that used in Pribyl,
Keaten, and Sakamoto (2001) have been successful in treating public speaking anxiety
(Kelly, 1984). Unfortunately, researchers have not determined whether the treatment
effect is due to increased skill, reduced situational anxiety, a laid back classroom
environment, or a combination of all three (Pribyl, Keaten, & Sakamoto, 2001). This
study looked at all of these possibilities with this assignment.
Treatment options for communication apprehension are needed, as public
speaking is the greatest reported fear (Dwyer & Davidson, 2012; Livingston, 2010).
Public communication is something that is required of students both in their academic
careers for the purpose of presentations, interviews, and defenses as well their
professional careers (Livingston, 2010). Instructors in the field of communication can
give students the proper outline and tools to speak effectively theoretically, but this
knowledge can never be applied if they cannot speak comfortably in front of others.
Because of this, there was a need for more effective classroom activities that focus solely
on overcoming and assessing communication apprehension and its sub-groups such as
public speaking anxiety or situational communication apprehension early in the semester
in order for future lessons such as presentation techniques and subject matter to have a
deeper affect. The researcher believed that subjecting students to high levels of
communication apprehension and self-disclosure early on in the semester through
experiential learning theory could fulfill this need. While research has been conducted on
the measures and effects of communication apprehension and its subgroups, research
5

concerning one-time treatment options to alleviate that anxiety is limited (Feske &
Chambless, 1995). This study hoped to provide this information concerning the one-time
treatment option under investigation, the Showcase Assignment.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative survey research was to determine the
effectiveness of a new teaching tool known as the Showcase Assignment, on student
public speaking anxiety by comparing pretest and post-test results of students in public
speaking courses who participated in the Showcase Assignment and students that did
not. The participants of this study were undergraduate university students over the age of
18 currently enrolled in a public speaking course. Data was obtained through designing
and conducting an experiment in which the researcher explored levels of communication
apprehension through survey testing, analyzing the results, and discussing the broader
implications such as student presentation grades. The researcher also looked at instructor
traits as they pertain to the classroom environment and the overall success of the
assignment. Based on the information provided, the following research questions were
asked.
Research Questions
RQ1) How does the implementation of the Showcase Assignment affect public speaking
anxiety as it relates to speech classrooms?
RQ2) How does the Showcase Assignment impact grades on speaking assignments
compared to those that are not exposed?
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RQ3) How do students describe the Showcase Assignment in relation to a supportive
classroom environment?
RQ4) How do students describe the Showcase Assignment in relation to creative
learning?
RQ5) How do perceived instructor personality and implementation of the Showcase
Assignment compare to the students’ perception of instructor personality and
implementation of the Showcase Assignment?
An accurate and valid assessment of the reduction of Public Speaking Anxiety
levels not only meant the successful implementation of a new classroom tool, the
Showcase Assignment, but it relates directly to the basic public speaking course as a
means to impact students’ long- term public speaking experiences (Hunter, Westwick &
Haleta, 2014). This assignment may possibly have positive long-term impacts as well, but
the overall goal was situational anxiety alleviation.
Significance of the Study
Public Speaking Anxiety (PSA) is the most common form of communication
apprehension (Richmond, Wrench, & McCroskey, 2013). It affects almost everyone to
some extent (McCroskey, 1970). Because of this, it is extremely important that the basic
communication course, or speech course, assess their impact on speech anxiety. The
ability to reduce speech anxiety is highly relevant to the learning process as the course is
designed to improve public speaking skills for personal development and future
employability (Emanuel, 2005). Public speaking anxiety symptoms can range from
increased heart rate, tensed muscles, sweating, shaking knees, quivering voice, nausea,
and an inability to speak (Nutt & Ballenger, 2003; Witt et al, 2006). Some people report

7

dizziness, confusion, or even heart palpitations (American Psychiatric Association, 1994;
Daly, McCroskey, Ayres, Hopf, & Ayres, 1997).
About 30-40 percent of students suffer from high levels of PSA which can cause
emotional problems and even financial problems if it impairs the ability or willingness to
participate at their workplace (McCroskey, 1984). Even if a person does not suffer from
crippling levels of PSA, most people suffer from at least small levels in situational
events. In these cases, PSA is considered a temporary psychological state that passes after
the speaking event has concluded (Hunter, Westwick & Haleta, 2014). Even more, the
trait of PSA may extend beyond that of public speaking situations for some individuals
and manifest itself even when no specific speaking event is planned. Because of this,
situational anxiety is a more, “transitory state or condition of the organism which
fluctuates over time,” while trait anxiety is more enduring, “unitary, relatively permanent
personality characteristic” (Spielberger, 1966, p. 13). It is important to identify these
concepts because doing so allows course directors and instructors to design course
curricula around treatments for all types of PSA that will bring on real change on an
individual level (Hunter, Westwick & Haleta, 2014). As mentioned above, high levels of
communication apprehension were related to low levels of student success, poor student
behavior, low GPA, and dropout rates (McCroskey, Booth-Butterfield & Payne, 1989).
Lowering communication apprehension is a step towards developing improved student
success rates for higher education as a whole (McCroskey, 1970; McCroskey, BoothButterfield & Payne, 1989).
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Assumptions
The first assumption made for this study was that learning the art of public
speaking is valuable and will stand the test of time. Much literature has been referenced
to support this fact. The basic communication course plays a vital role in preparing
students to present, communicate effectively, and alleviate public speaking anxiety (Ford
& Wolvin, 1993; Gibson, Hanna, & Huddleston, 1985). It is vital that students gain
competence in public speaking early in their schooling to ensure success in academia and
the workforce (Johnson & Szczupakiewicz, 1987).
Secondly, it is assumed that public speaking causes public speaking anxiety,
communication apprehension, and stage fright. This does not hold true to all students of
course, but because 30-40 percent of all students report high levels of public speaking
anxiety (McCroskey, 1984) this assumption was made. There are many polling journals
and magazines such as the Washington Business Journal that have referred to public
speaking as the reigning champion atop the poll of American apprehensions, with death
ranking number two (Washington Business Journal, 2004). This is further demonstrated
in the survey research conducted by Dwyer and Davidson (2012) where students report
public speaking as their most common fear. These are powerful statements to the level of
fear related to communication apprehension. Third, it was assumed that the all
participants answered all survey questions asked during this study honestly. This was
ensured through rigorous anonymity and confidentiality clauses. It was vital to this
assumption that all participants be volunteers and their confidentiality be preserved.
Finally, it was assumed that the main questionnaire used in this survey study as the pretest post-test survey was valid and adequate. This was done by using an
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instrument that has already been tested for validity and was appropriate for the given
topic of investigation.
Limitations
A possible limitation of the study was the fact that the researcher included her
own classes in the sample and acted as a facilitator for the study. Some worry that when
one takes on both researcher and teacher roles that the roles are blurred making
evaluation difficult because of researcher bias or intrinsic coercion. In other words, when
a researcher is observing their own practice or is a participant in their own study, it can
cause an ethical dilemma because researchers find the ethical safeguards of the typical
outsider doing a classic experiment (random selection, control groups, removing the
personal influence of the researcher) either irrelevant or problematic for them as insiders
(Elliot, 1988).
These problems were avoided in this study as it was a single assignment being
tested and not an ongoing curriculum test, therefore the lines of facilitator and researcher
were not blurred. The researcher also followed the suggestions and requirements set forth
by the Institutional Review Board to reduce researcher bias including rigorous anonymity
precautions. These suggestions and procedures are further explained in the procedure
section of Chapter 3. The researcher did concede there may have been a risk to intrinsic
coercion, but the researcher took every precaution to avoid this. The researcher avidly
reminded students they were not obligated and it would not impact their grade. Rigorous
anonymity and confidentiality clauses, which can be found in Appendix J, were used to
protect against intrinsic coercion and keep the researcher unbiased during evaluations.
Based, on student responses from a qualitative study reviewing student perceptions of the
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Showcase Assignment, the researcher did not feel that her students ever felt coerced or
obligated to participate.
Another limitation was the instruments to be used in data collection were not all
valid prior to the start of the study. This means that the instructor created three of the four
survey instruments used in the study. The instructor did run Cronbach Alpha tests for
each of the newly developed instruments and found the feedback survey and instructor
observation scale to be valid, but the instructor survey scale was considering invalid. This
is likely due to the low number of instructor participants. The fact that the study only
utilized four instructor participants can also be considered a limitation. The researcher
had a difficult time recruiting instructors for this study. The reasoning for which is
further explained in the procedure section of chapter 3.The only instrument that was
confirmed valid prior to the start of the study was the situational communication anxiety
measure. This study employed a convenience sampling method. Because this was an
experimental study, it required the researcher’s supervision on the treatment and the
control groups at all times throughout the duration of the experiment. Also, because it
was under a time constraint and required the consent of all the instructors and their
communication courses under investigation.
Delimitations
This particular study had several delimitations. The first delimitation was the
choice of the problem itself. This study has talked a great deal about the significance of
the public speaking anxiety, but the reason the researcher chose this classroom tool, the
Showcase Assignment, specifically was because she designed it and implemented it in
her own classroom and in doing so saw positive changes in her students. The research
11

questions were developed using the concept of self-disclosure and experiential learning
theory and their relation to public situational anxiety, which is a form of communication
apprehension. It is important for communication apprehension treatment research and
higher education instructors that the researcher know if this assignment significantly
reduces public speaking anxiety, improves grades on speaking presentations, but it was
also of personal importance to the researcher, students, and instructors that this
assignment be viewed positively by students. This means the success of the assignment
weighed heavily on how well students found the assignment to be enjoyable. Results of
this study could be limited to university students enrolled in a first time public speaking
course.
Definition of terms
Classroom tool:
Classroom tools can be identified as any type of teaching aid or instrument used by
instructors to enhance learning (Janovsky, 2016). Examples of teaching tools are
handouts, assignments, games, outlines, or media aids such as PowerPoints, movie clips,
or online resources.
Communication apprehension:
Communication apprehension is defined as an individual’s level of fear or anxiety
associated with either real or anticipated communication with another person or persons
(McCroskey, 1997).
Public speaking anxiety:
Public Speaking Anxiety (PSA) is classified as a subset of communication apprehension.
This type of communication anxiety is specific to situations involving real or imagined
12

anticipation of an oral presentation (Bodie, 2010). Individuals suffering from the anxiety
experience physiological arousal or negative self-doubts or negative behaviors as a
response to an anticipated or actual communication presentation (Daly, McCroskey,
Ayres, Hopf, & Ayres, 1997).
Chapter Summary
Overall, this study hoped to discover if subjecting students to a high level of selfdisclosure through experiential learning techniques early in the semester through the
Showcase Assignment eased their anxiety and improved their speaking ability. Public
speaking anxiety can create a never ending cycle of anxiety causing students to be
underprepared and worried about a poor performance which leads to an actual poor
performance (Daly, Vangelisti, & Weber, 1995). The Showcase Assignment had students
showcase a talent of their choice to the class. The goal was not a good performance but a
good effort so the anxiety of performing well is greatly decreased, but with the added
pressure of entertaining and revealing personal information/opinions rather than just
reciting general information. This helped prepare students for the creativity and selfdisclosure that accompanies many speech course requirements. This assignment may
possibly have positive long-term impacts as well, but the overall goal was situational
anxiety alleviation. To test the effectiveness of the Showcase Assignment an
experimental study was conducted using survey research. This dissertation reviewed the
theoretical framework associated with experiential learning theory as well as the concept
of self- disclosure, relevant literature on communication apprehension and creativity in
the classroom, and the methodology design for the experimental study.
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Chapter 2 Review of the Literature
Introduction
As communication apprehension has such a profound effect on student success
and student behaviors (McCroskey, Booth-Butterfiled & Payne, 1989), it is important to
explore the development of communication apprehension, its subsets, and the effects it
has on higher education, specifically speech classrooms. This assignment can be
classified as a form of experiential learning and was built using experiential learning
theory. This assignment was also created with self-disclosure and classroom creativity in
mind.
Communication apprehension
Communication Apprehension (CA) was defined by McCroskey (1978; 1984) as
an individual's level of fear and anxiety associated with either real or anticipated
communication with another person. This fear, caused by CA, has the potential to create
a barrier stopping the development of students’ communication skills. High levels of CA
in speech courses can prevent successful student performance which if not addressed can
lead to barriers in professional performance and development (Hassall, Arquero, Joyce, &
Gonzalez, 2013). Because of this unwillingness to communicate, CA is generally
associated with low communication performance (Byrne et al., 2012; Daly et al., 1997 &
O’Mara et al., 1996).
Literature concerning communication apprehension and its development can be
grouped into one of four relatively distinct explanatory categories: genetic
predispositions, reinforcement, skills acquisition, and modeling (Daly, 1977). There is
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some overlap between these categories as they work together to create and maintain the
definition of communication apprehension (Daly & Friedrich, 1981). The first category is
genetic predispositions. There is a genetic component that contributes to communication
apprehension. The genetic characteristics that contribute to communication apprehension
are: physical appearance (Kagan & Moss, 1962), physical maturation (Jones, 1957), body
shape (Bronson, 1966), and coordination or motor abilities (Commoss, 1962). The
environment where one is speaking, coupled with genetic tendencies has been known to
either increase or decrease the hereditary disposition (Daly & Friedrich, 1981). Following
genetic predispositions is reinforcement. Reinforcement is noted as the most commonly
encountered explanation for anxiety (McCroskey, 1977). This category suggests an
individual’s expectations will actually cause the person to search out specific situations
or engage in behaviors that are predicted to result in favorable consequences
(McCroskey, 1977). Likewise, this also means that some individuals will avoid social
activities that could possibly lead to reward for fear of punishment while others view
avoidance itself as a punishment. A student’s perception to public speaking is affected by
their past experiences with performance that creates an internal motivation to develop or
overcome communication apprehension despite the availability of rewards and
punishments. In the realm of communication apprehension this type of reinforcement is
known as classical conditioning (Ickes, 1971).
The next characteristic is skill acquisition. Skill acquisition suggests that a student
who is apprehensive becomes so because of a failure to acquire the necessary skills for
social interaction or performance. Factors like anxiety, language skills, and ability to
monitor social cues affect one’s ability to acquire skills rapidly enough to overcome
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apprehensive tendencies (Daly & Friedrich, 1981). Finally, modeling is the last
characteristic associated with communication apprehension. Modeling is developed over
time from an individual observing social interaction and presentations (Daly & Friedrich,
1981). Overall, all four of these characteristics work together, often times overlapping, to
develop and maintain anxiety and communication apprehension (Daly & Friedrich,
1981).
Forms of communication apprehension
Public Speaking Anxiety (PSA) is a type of communication anxiety where
individuals experience negative self-doubts and/or negative behavior as a response to an
anticipated or actual presentation (Daly, McCroskey, Ayres, Hopf, & Ayres, 1997).
Unfortunately, PSA often creates a vicious cycle with high levels of PSA resulting in
poor speech preparation and performance which in turn increase the individual’s PSA
levels (Daly, Vangelisti, & Weber, 1995). The Washington Business Journal has referred
to public speaking as the reigning champion atop the poll of American apprehensions
with death ranking number two (Washington Business Journal, 2004). This is further
demonstrated in the survey research conducted by Dwyer and Davidson (2012) where
students report public speaking as their most common fear. These are powerful
statements to the level of fear related to communication apprehension. Learning to cope
with public speaking anxiety is essential as presentations are a necessary part of both
college and work responsibilities, particularly speech courses. It is vital that students gain
competence in public speaking early to ensure success in academia and the workforce
(Johnson & Szczupakiewicz, 1987). It is for these reasons and more that public speaking
is employed in the “basic course” in higher education (Emanuel, 2005). The role of
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this basic course rooted in communication is to provide hands on guidance on how to
prepare for a presentation, speak effectively, and alleviate public speaking anxiety (Ford
& Wolvin, 1993; Gibson, Hanna, & Huddleston, 1985).
According to Pribyl, Keaten, Sakamoto, and Koshikawa (1998), there are three
commonly referenced methods of reducing public speaking anxiety: conditioned anxiety
reduction methods (i.e., systematic desensitization), negative thought interventions (i.e.,
emotional therapy, cognitive restructuring, and visualization); and skills training (i.e.,
rhetoritherapy). One study by Allen, Hunter, and Donohue (1989) suggests that a
combination of all three interventions and methods mentioned above is more effective in
palliating public speaking anxiety than lone methods. However, systematic
desensitization does work best when the nature of the problem is, “situational rather than
a major skill deficit” (Friedrich, Goss, Cunconan, & Lane, 1997 p. 316). The Showcase
Assignment focuses mainly on systematic desensitization by forcing a sink or swim
approach while simultaneously taking pressure off by not grading the assignment. The
assignment also allows students to use emotional therapy and visualization by making
them think of a personal element to share with the class, and they have an opportunity to
practice their speaking skills without judgment.
Situational communication anxiety
There are seven causes behind situational communication anxiety as identified by
Buss’s taxonomy: novelty, unfamiliarity, subordinate status, conspicuousness, formality,
dissimilarity, and degree of attention from others (1980). These causes were then
redefined into more measurable components: conspicuousness, degree of attention from
others, dissimilarity, subordinate status, and unfamiliarity (Buss, 1980). This framework
17

is, “largely based on empirical evidence in studies of social evaluation anxiety” (Buss,
1986, p. 39–40). That empirical evidence is derived from studies conducted by Beatty
and colleagues that confirm Buss’s components to be valid and reliable in measuring
situational anxiety. (Beatty, 1988; Beatty, Balfantz, & Kuwabara, 1989; Beatty &
Friedland, 1990).
Research on situational communication anxiety goes back to research on “stage
fright” (Clevenger, 1955, 1959; Hollingsworth, 1935; Lomas, 1937). With research on
public speaking and rhetoric in its exploratory stages, the deepest pools of literature of
the time ran in stage fright. It is defined under many different scopes, but for this study’s
purpose stage fright was defined as an evaluative disability which occurs in social speech
situations and is characterized by the anticipated negative reactions of fear, avoidance,
and other internal and overt manifestations of tension or behavioral maladjustment
(Greenleaf, 1947). There are different levels of stage fright that include various attitudes
or behaviors including physiological, behavioral, and cognitive responses that change
based on the given situation (Greenleaf, 1947). However, research conducted by
Clevenger (1959) revealed that, “between the overall measure of experienced stage fright
and observational indices of specific speech behavior, a positive but weak relationship
prevails” (p. 139). The results of these early studies were fruitful in other aspects of
understanding stage fright as well. They revealed answers from the speaker’s and the
audience’s perspective. It is notable that a group of observers notice less disruption in the
speaker than the speaker reports having experienced with all demographics. However,
there are clear gender differences when it comes to stage fright in most studies.
According to Clevenger (1959) every case where a significant difference was observed,
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men indicated less experienced stage fright while women were judged to display less
stage fright by audience observers. These results suggest that audience members observe
stage fright more in men than women, but women report having experienced stage fright
more; however, in both cases the differences are small (Clevenger, 1959).
Since then scholars have studied various areas of PSA such as speech fear, social
speech fright, speech anxiety, audience anxiety, and performance anxiety. These terms
are often used interchangeably and have no set definitions (Daly & Buss, 1983). The
earliest agreed upon general definition for PSA was classified as a type of social anxiety
that, ‘is the threat of unsatisfactory evaluations from audiences’’ (Schlenker & Leary,
1982, p. 646). An audience presence accompanied by public speaking expectations
provides a situational specific mode of PSA which sets it apart from socially based
anxieties as it is more self-focused (Clevenger, 1984). Today, public speaking anxiety is
classified as a subset of communication apprehension that is, “a situation specific social
anxiety that arises from the real or anticipated enactment of an oral presentation’’ (Bodie,
2010 p. 72).
Public speaking anxiety can stem from many different sources, and there are also
different types of methods used to measure public speaking anxiety and treat it (Shi,
Brinthaupt & McCree, 2017). One of the most common instruments used to measure
classroom speaking anxiety is the Personal Report of Public Speaking Anxiety (PRPSA),
which gives a unidimensional measurement of the feelings associated with giving a
presentation (McCroskey, 1970).
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Student anxiety
One of the barriers that can cause negative effects on student participation,
instructor- student communication, and classroom environment is student anxiety.
Student anxiety goes beyond getting nervous about speaking before the class and can
even result in physical behaviors of nervousness (Jones, 1957). This level of student
anxiety can mean sweaty palms, rapid heart rate, and absolute dread which can be
debilitating and even hurt student retention and graduate ratings (McCroskey, 1984).
Cummings (1995) deﬁnes student anxiety as, “a state of apprehension, tension, or
uneasiness that occurs in anticipation of internal or external danger” (p. 185). This is
different from traditional fear as fear can be described as “the emotional state that exists
when a source of threat is precise and well-known” (Yager & Gitlin, 1995, p.659). When
students are faced with situations, real or imagined, causing fear or anxiety they display
similar behaviors in the classroom. Some students may become paralyzed by fear simply
from walking into the classroom or thinking about an oral presentation (Bledsoe &
Baskin, 2014). Students can blush, sweat, and have difficulty speaking; some students
react by acting out while others attempt to hide through procrastination or repeated
absences (Bledsoe & Baskin, 2014).
These fears and anxiety can be learned from direct experiences or threats, or they
can be learned indirectly as a result of observing others who experience threatening
incidents (Bledsoe & Baskin, 2014). A common mistake instructors make is generalizing
anxieties from student to student, such as anxious glances or nervous twitches (Bledsoe &
Baskin, 2014). These types of behaviors cannot necessarily be applied to a set meaning
because they may have different meanings depending on the individual student
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experiencing them (Bledsoe & Baskin, 2014). Most of the time, the classroom represents
a platform for academic success or a place to building relationships with other people
where an instructor can help guide and comfort students in a multitude of ways, but for
some an instructor may be seen as a distant, cruel, and judgmental ﬁgure (Cox, 2009).
The classroom environment can represent a competitive environment to achieve
high grades to many students rather than the center of their personal source of knowledge
(Cox, 2009). As a result, some students may choke under the pressure as they compare
themselves to others. This means that their attention is often divided between attempting
to understand course-based information and simultaneously worrying that their skills will
not match up to the abilities of others, which may cause them to feel even more anxious,
confused, and even overwhelmed (Lehrer, 2010). This feeling has been coined as the
Superstar Effect and states that in such settings, “when people are forced to compete
against a peer who seems far superior, they often don’t rise to the challenge. Instead, they
give up” (Lehrer 2010, para.2).
Communication apprehension in the classroom
Communication apprehension and all of its subsets including PSA and stage fright
plays a key role in student success in higher education (McCroskey, 1970). Student
success is identified as the student’s intellectual ability, experience, and training they
bring to the university including their qualities of effective student behavior (McCroskey,
Booth-Butterfield & Payne, 1989). Some examples of effective student behavior include:
proper attendance, proper course scheduling and, ability to meet deadlines (McCroskey,
Booth-Butterfield & Payne, 1989).
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Communication apprehension has been found to be directly related to overall
grade point average, standardized test scores, and individual grades in undergraduate
students in small class sizes (Bashore, 1971). Another characteristic essential for success
in higher education is interpersonal success, which involves communicative and social
skills from university students (McCroskey, Booth-Butterfield & Payne, 1989). These
skills are expected to grow and develop through the help of successful higher education
(Freimuth, 1976; McCroskey, Booth-Butterfield & Payne, 1989).
Because communication apprehension affects such a wide variety of student
success measures, it is predicted that students with higher levels of apprehension would
have lower GPAs and be more likely to drop out, and this was proven in McCroskey and
Booth-Butterfield's study on the subject. The researchers discovered a statistically
significant difference between highly apprehensive and lower apprehension students
during the first two years of higher education (McCroskey, Booth-Butterfield & Payne,
1989).
These results are consistent with dropout rates as well. Looking within the group
of students who drop out, students with higher apprehension had even lower GPA scores
that lower apprehension dropouts (McCroskey & Booth-Butterfield, 1989). The dropout
rates are not due to student success levels alone but with interpersonal success as high
levels of apprehension can lead students to feel social isolation, disintegration, and
helplessness (Daly & Stafford, 1984; McCroskey & Sheahan, 1978). This study indicated
that high levels of communication apprehension is always implicative of poor student
success (McCroskey, Booth-Butterfield & Payne, 1989). In relation to student
interpersonal success, a student’s perception of self will have impact on student success
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and achievement (Bledsoe, 1967; Brookover & Thomas, 1964). Self-disclosure is directly
affected by this perception of self as only students who have high levels of self-esteem
and interpersonal success participate in self-disclosure (Jourard, 1971). Communication
apprehension is not only associated with low communication performance, but with
negative student behaviors such as unwillingness to participate, under-preparedness, and
disorganization (Hassall, Arquero, Joyce, & Gonzalez, 2013; McCroskey & BoothButterfield, 1989). Studies by Spitzberg and Cupach (1984), Allen, and Bourhis (1996)
explain that the common techniques used to teach the art of public speaking will not
resolve CA particularly if a student suffers from high levels of CA. Some of these
common communication training techniques can actually do more harm than good.
According to Marshall and Varnon (2009), when an instructor validates the fears of their
high CA students, student communication performance actually gets worse.
Communication apprehension is something a large number of people struggle
with (Washington Business Journal, 2004). In a national survey, only 54% of first-year
students reported participating in classroom communication because of communication
apprehension (Kuh, 2000). This makes achieving student and interpersonal success
difficult to most students in higher education as any interpersonal or group encounter
requires communication and often self-disclosure (Jourard, 1971). For many students,
these communication experiences have been unrewarding or even punishing which
develops in communication apprehension. These negative experiences with selfdisclosure, that build communication apprehension, only increase a student’s
unwillingness or avoidance to engage in self-disclosure (Hamilton, 1992; McCroskey &
Richmond, 1976). According to McCroskey, Daly, Richmond, and Falcione (1977) high
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levels of communication apprehension can predict one’s career choice (Daly &
McCroskey, 1975), education selections or decisions (Daly & Leth, 1976), seating
choices and interaction in the classroom (McCroskey & Lepard, 1975), and unwillingness
or avoidance of competitive or judged situations (Giffin & Gilham, 1971).
Experiential learning theory
Experiential Learning Theory (ELT) defines learning as, "the process whereby
knowledge is created through the transformation of experience. Knowledge results from
the combination of grasping and transforming experience" (Kolb 1984, p. 41). ELT first
arose in the mid-nineteenth century as an effort to move away from traditional formal
education in which teachers simply presented students with abstract concepts, and toward
an immersive method of instruction. This would allow students to “learn by doing,”
applying knowledge to experience in order to develop skills or new ways of thinking
(Lewis & Williams, 1994, p. 6). The ELT model uses two dialectically related ways to
understand the experience. They are: Concrete Experience (CE) and Abstract
Conceptualization (AC) as well as two dialectically related ways to transform the
experience which are Reflective Observation (RO) and Active Experimentation (AE).
ELT uses a four-stage learning cycle in which immediate or concrete experiences are the
basis for observations and reflections. These reflections are assimilated and refined into
abstract concepts from which new implications for action can be drawn. (Wurdinger,
2005, p. 24). Similarly, “experiential learning is aligned with the constructivist theory of
learning” in that the “outcomes of the learning process are varied and often
unpredictable” and “learners play a critical role in assessing their own learning”
(Wurdinger, 2005, p. 69). This means that students will solve problems in their own ways
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rather than collectively and what each student takes away from the experience will also
be different from others.
Parameters of ELT
Many different types of learning activities have the potential to be experiential
learning activities and what makes them experiential or not is the execution of the
activity. The open nature of experiential learning means that it can often be difficult to
define what is and is not an experiential activity. There are many activities that have the
potential to be experiential, but may not be depending on the execution. Experiential
methodology is not linear or cyclical but rather a working set of principles in which all
must be present at varying degrees at some point during the experiential learning activity
or process (Chapman, McPhee, & Proudman, 1995). To support this theory, these
researchers created a list of characteristics that should be present in order to define an
activity or method as experiential. Table 1 below shows lists and defines the
characteristics of ELT and explains how the Showcase Assignment meets the given
characteristic. This table continues through the next few pages.
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Table 1
ELT Characteristics
Characteristic

Definition

How the Showcase Assignment
(SA) fulfills the characteristic

Mixture of content and

There must be a balance

Before preforming, the SA

process

between the experiential

students have lecture on

activities and the

communication apprehension.

underlying content or

They will learn how to identify

theory being studied.

and adapt to various fears related
to presenting by experiencing
them prior to presenting for a

Absence of excessive

Instructors must create a

grade.
The SA is pass or fail based on

judgment

safe space for students to

effort alone. Peer judgment is

work through their own

reduced as all students must be

process of self-discovery.

equally vulnerable while
presenting.
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Table 1 (Continued)
Characteristic

Definition

How the Showcase Assignment
(SA) fulfills the characteristic

Creating emotional

Students must be fully

The SA requires students to have

investment

immersed in the

a personal/emotional framework

experience, not merely

to their presentation of which they

doing what they feel is

will share with the class.

The re-examination of

required
of them.
By
working
within a safe

Because this is a pass/fail for

values

space for self-exploration, effort, students are able to reflect
students can begin to

on their fear, time in front of the

analyze and even alter their classroom, speaking skills, and
own values.

even their individual talents.
When reflecting on their feedback
they will receive from the

The presence of

Relationships between

instructor.
The
instructor must provide an

meaningful relationships learner and self, learner and example presentation, building a
teacher, and learner and

learner/teacher bond. The amount

learning environment are

of reflection required strengthens

enhanced.

the learner/self bond. The creation
of a safe space and level playing
field between peers and instructor
enhances a learner/environment
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bond.

Table 1 (Continued)
Characteristic

Definition

How the Showcase Assignment
(SA) fulfills the characteristic

Learning outside one’s

This does not refer solely to The SA subjects students to high

perceived comfort zones

physical environment, but levels of anxiety in a safe space
also to the social

meaning this will be out of a

environment.

student’s comfort zone.

Content from (Chapman, McPhee, & Proudman, 1995, p. 243). List prepared by Michelle
Schwartz, Research Associate, for the Vice Provost of Ryerson University. Table 1
prepared by Amelia Sanders.
This table shows the characteristics that must be met before an activity is
categorized or created as experiential. When designing a new classroom activity to be
experiential it must be framed to fit the guidelines above. This is done by first deciding
which part of a course could be taught more effectively in this manner, how these
activities can help achieve the course learning objectives, and how the learning activity
can aid the remainder of the course content (Chapman, McPhee, & Proudman, 1995).
Activities should first be formed by looking for problems to be solved rather than
information to be remembered (Wurdinger, 2005).
Experiential learning theory and classroom environment
Experiential learning assignments help students experiment with new behaviors
and receive feedback in a safe environment (Lewis & Williams, 1994). One of the
objectives of the Showcase Assignment was to create a supportive classroom
environment. Environmental factors shown to have a direct influence on student
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participation and communication which are key elements of experiential learning.
Academic and social integration is influenced by various factors including faculty-student
interaction, overall levels of faculty support, departmental grading practices, and
departmental size (Astin, 1993). Creating an open and inviting environment that
promotes social and academic integration can lead to higher levels of academic
achievement and student success (Astin, 1993; McCroskey, Booth-Butterfield & Payne,
1989). One way to create a more open and trusting classroom environment is to increase
faculty-student interaction. This can be achieved though instructor self-disclosure. Every
time one discloses information, there is a possibility for growth or harm within the given
relationship (Berger, 1986). This holds true with faculty-student relationships as well.
Both teachers and students benefit from effective teaching methods and credible
confident instructors, as they are key factors to creating a positive classroom environment
(Astin, 1993).
Self-disclosure framework
Self-disclosure is the sharing of personal information about oneself either
intentionally or unintentionally to others (Knapp & Vangelisti, 2012). This section is
grouped by theories and their role in forming the concept of self-disclosure. There are
many theories concerning the act of self-disclosure and many are in the positivist
paradigm. Three of these positivist theories are: Charles Berger’s uncertainty reduction
theory, Irwin Altman and Dalmas Taylor’s social penetration theory, and William
Gudykunst’s anxiety-uncertainty management theory (Littlejohn & Foss, 2011). There
are many similarities between these theories because they are all based around the
concept of self-disclosure; however, they have many differences as well (Littlejohn &
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Foss, 2011). In order to better understand the origin of self-disclosure as a concept, all
three theories should be examined.
Self-disclosure
The concept of self-disclosure is defined as any information about a person who
divulges information to another person (Cozby, 1973). In 1976 the term was redefined as,
‘‘any message about the self that a person communicates to another’’ (Wheeless &
Grotz, 1976 p. 252). The concept of self-disclosure is accredited to Lewin's research, in
which he theorized the differences between the American and German ways of conjuring
initial openness with newcomers (1936). According to Jourard (1971) the research
involving self-disclosure has mainly revolved around the dyadic level of relationships.
Jourard (1971) was the first author observed employing the term until Wheeless
& Grotz (1976) more widely defined it as, “any message about the self that a person
communicates to another” (p.47). Self-disclosure includes the presentation of what is
typically held as private information. It can also be labeled a process by which people
provide personal information including their thoughts, feelings, and needs to other
individuals (Jang & Stefanone, 2011). Self-disclosure can also be viewed as an act of
intimacy and serves its purpose as a relationship maintenance strategy (Sprecher &
Hendrick, 2004). Finally, it is a cyclical process which involves both breadth and depth
(Cozby, 1973). For the purpose of this study, and acting upon the aforementioned
definitions, personal self-disclosure will be defined as a process by which any message
containing private information concerning the one’s self is communicated from one
individual to another individual or a group of individuals.
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The concept of self-disclosure has also been studied in relation to education.
Previous studies have shown that when amount of self-disclosure alone is being measured
to determine classroom liking, no relationship has been found (Cayanus & Martin, 2004a;
2004b; 2008). Lannutti and Strauman (2006) offer an explanation for this finding by
stating that, ‘‘desirable classroom self-disclosure differs from self-disclosure that may be
desirable in personal relationships because it should be more illustrative than revealing’’
(p. 96). A study conducted by Downs suggest that instructors who employ narratives and
humor as well as self-disclosure will improve the clarity of the information being
presented for student (Downs, et al. 1988). Myers (1998) reported that students were
limited in the depth of self-disclosure in any aspect of the classroom environment
including contact with the instructor as well as other students. Cayanus, Martin, and
Weber (2003) were able to produce evidence confirming that the higher the frequency of
instructor self-disclosure, the higher the frequency of student participation, out-of-class
communication, and student motives for communication. Research concerning selfdisclosure can be derived from two theories: uncertainty reduction theory and social
penetration theory.
Uncertainty reduction theory
Uncertainty reduction theory, created by Charles Berger and Richard Calabrese,
served the purpose of explaining the phenomenon that strangers encounter every day
(Berger & Calabrese, 1975). The uncertainty reduction theory explains the
communication that occurs when strangers meet each other for the first time. When
strangers meet, they are faced with many uncertainties about one another’s actions,
values, beliefs, and attitudes. This theory explains a human being’s need to predict and
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explain so that the proper choices and actions can be made (Berger & Calabrese, 1975).
This is why most initial encounters are layered with questions and answers. Individuals
may use a variety of strategies to acquire information that will reduce uncertainty
including self-disclosing of personal information in the hopes that the other person will
reciprocate (Berger, 2011). Berger concluded that questions are asked simply to gain
information in order to determine future comments and actions. As information is
gathered, uncertainty is reduced and therefore a need to reduce information gathering
strategies like question asking or self-disclosure (Ayers, 1979). Berger states that
uncertainty levels are directly related to information levels. For example, when high
levels of uncertainty are present, there will be a high level of question asking, and as the
relationship grows and uncertainty is reduced, the frequency of questioning will also
decrease (Ayers, 1979). This is contrasted in social penetration theory. There are different
types of uncertainty reduction to fit different situational context.
Predictive uncertainty’s goal is to learn enough information about a person as to
effective pre-determine their behavior while explanatory uncertainty’s goal is to better
understand or explain a person’s behavior (Berger & Calabrese, 1975). Berger also
suggested that people employ different strategies for retrieving information. Passive
strategies are more observational based whereas active strategies require interaction or
physical work to gather information (Berger, 2009; Littlejohn & Foss, 2011). Interactive
strategies rely solely on interaction and communication with the other person (Berger,
2009; Littlejohn & Foss, 2011). Berger and colleague Katherine Kellermann (1994)
conducted a study to prove the theory through a video method and found that low-
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information seekers had a harder time trying to get information than the high-information
seekers who asked more open-ended questions.
In Berger’s uncertainty reduction theory, the goal is complete knowledge in order
to predict and explain behavior, but in anxiety-uncertainty management the goal is to
have an ideal balance of anxious situations and to have a medium threshold of
motivation. This means that a person should not have so much anxiety and uncertainty
that they feel uncomfortable and avoidant of communication, but they should not have so
little anxiety and uncertainty that they withhold self-disclosing tactics because they feel
they have all the information they need (Littlejohn & Foss, 2011).
Social penetration theory
Social penetration theory was defined by Altman and Taylor as a relational
development that, "progresses from superficial non-intimate areas to more intimate,
deeper layers of the selves of the social actors" (Altman & Taylor, 1973 p. 122). Their
research confirmed this definition by employing verbal behavior in the form of responses
to intimacy questionnaires. This allowed the researchers to test the theory without
directly studying verbal patterns associated with the social penetration process (Altman &
Taylor, 1973). Social penetration theory examines the long-term development of social
bonds including their growth and deterioration through interactions that occur within a
social relationship (Ayers, 1979).
This theory is focused within the positivist paradigm and the sociopsychological
tradition (Littlejohn & Foss, 2011). This theory began a long investigation into relational
development (Rubin, 1975). The early stages of social penetration theory focused on
individual behavior and motivation. Altman and Taylor use a sphere as an example of
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this theory. The goal is to get to the information within the sphere, which contains
experiences, knowledge, values, and beliefs that are all highly organized around the core
(Altman, 1993; Altman & Taylor, 1973; Littlejohn & Foss, 2011). The outside of the
sphere is what people can easily detect about a person such as their looks or their clothing
style and as one moves further inside the sphere towards the core the more personal the
information becomes. The foundation of the theory is to penetrate the core of the sphere
to gain information (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Rubin, 1975). The sphere contains
information, “rich both in breadth, the amount of information, and depth, the quality of
the information” (Littlejohn & Foss, 2011, p. 236).
Social penetration theory predicts strangers and existing relationships will use
similar rates of questioning, but the types of questions being asked may differ based on
the longevity of the relationship. Strangers tend to use more descriptive questions while
people within existing relationships tend to use more evaluative questions. The questions
within social penetration theory can be viewed as devices or variables used to explore
various aspects of another person’s personality in the hopes of gaining a reward. As the
nature of a relationship changes the types of questions being ask will change but the
frequency of the questions will not (Ayers, 1979).
Altman and Taylor argue that interpersonal relationships are primarily defined by
the exchanging of sociological information while other scholars such as Miller and
Steinberg (1975), argue that non-interpersonal relationships are defined by sociological
information while interpersonal relationships are defined by psychological information
(Ayres, 1979).
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Research has concluded that while social penetration theory may be more
accurate in describing the frequency of information gathering (Ayers, 1979), both
theories are correct in assuming that individuals feel the need to gather personal
information from both strangers and existing close relationships (Littlejohn & Foss,
2011). Both theories agree that self-disclosure is the common denominator in this process
(Ayers, 1979). Altman and Taylor explicitly state that once an individual trusts another,
they will be more inclined to disclose personal information.
The more personal the information disclosed, the more the relationship will
develop (Altman & Taylor, 1973). Self-disclosure is also believed to be selective in
terms of what type of information is disclosed and to whom (Berger, 2011). A study by
Collins and Miller (1994) suggests that disclosure is, “viewed as a positive reward and
that liking occurs when the recipient believes he or she has been personally singled out
for intimate disclosure’’ (p. 465).
This concept was originally thought to be a linear process, but over the years it
has become increasingly obvious that relationships can form a variety of ways and
therefore the theory takes on a more cyclical, dialectical process. It moves back and forth
and is in a state of never ending tension between public and private information (Altman,
1993; Littlejohn & Foss, 2011). Altman and Taylor believe that established relationships
disclose more than developing relationships because developed relationships are, “better
at synchronizing their timing of disclosure than developing relationships” (Littlejohn &
Foss, 2011, p. 237).
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Anxiety-uncertainty management theory
Bill Gudykunst's anxiety uncertainty management theory focuses on encounters
between cultural members and strangers (Gudykunst, 2005). While social penetration
theory and uncertainty reduction theory are the two main theories focused on in this
framework, anxiety uncertainty theory is worth mentioning due to its efforts in shaping
the concept of self-disclosure. This theory is intended to apply in any situation where
differences between people provoke doubts and fears (Gudykunst, 2005). A good
example of this could be presenting to a diverse group of strangers, like that of a public
speaking course. The goal of anxiety uncertainty management theory is effective
communication between strangers.
Gudykunst defines effective communication as the process of minimizing
misunderstandings. Communication is effective, “to the extent that the person
interpreting the message attaches a meaning to the message that is relatively similar to
what was intended by the person transmitting it." (Wiseman & Koester, 1993 p. 56). This
theory is used to explain the roles of uncertainty and anxiety as the dual threats that to
effective communication and how they must learn to be managed in order to achieve it
(Gudykunst, 2005).
Critical examination of the three theories
There are many similarities between the theories mentioned above. The main
similarity of course is their tie to the concept of self-disclosure. All three theories are
based on the concept of self-disclosure and the act of revealing information about one’s
self (Littlejohn & Foss, 2011). They all work off of some form of social exchange
theory. While only the social penetration theory mentioned social exchange theory
explicitly, all
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three theories require the original speaker to disclose information in order to receive
information in return (Littlejohn & Foss, 2011). All three theories center on the concept
of uncertainty reduction (Altman, 1993; Berger, 2005; Gudykunst, 2005; Littlejohn &
Foss, 2011). Uncertainty reduction theory being the most explicit in its focus on working
to eliminate uncertainty through self-disclosure (Berger, 2005; Littlejohn & Foss, 2011).
Anxiety-uncertainty management theory focuses on how to effectively manage
uncertainty to work in one’s favor (Gudykunst, 2005; Littlejohn & Foss, 2011). Social
penetration theory’s goal is to work with the concept of uncertainty in a never ending
cycle of tension and self-disclosing in hopes to both reduce and use uncertainty to
strengthen relationships (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Littlejohn & Foss, 2011).
These similarities are useful when conducting a research topic that focuses on selfdisclosure. Uncertainty reduction can help explain the developing stages of peer to peer
relationships in the classroom. Then anxiety-uncertainty management can be used to
explain the demographic barriers that may exist in the relationship and how they can be
overcome. Finally, social penetration theory could be used to determine their specific
communication cycles. For example, do students disclose more information in the
developing stages of their classroom relationship or after the relationship had been
formed?
There are many differences between the theories as well. The goals of each theory
are different. In Berger’s uncertainty reduction theory the goal is complete knowledge in
order to predict and explain behavior (Berger, 1986; Berger, 2005; Littlejohn & Foss,
2011). Anxiety-uncertainty management theory explains that the goal is to have an ideal
balance of uncertainty and anxiety in order to obtain more information (Gudykunst,
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2005). Social penetration believes that complete knowledge is not possible, but
uncertainty is not needed to gain more information (Altman, 1993). Another difference is
in the means of the message being sent. In uncertainty reduction theory, communication
is a linear process where one person discloses information and the second person then
discloses information of equal value in return (Littlejohn & Foss, 2011). Anxietyuncertainty management theory also works off of the concept of linear communication
but does not believe they must be of equal value because different individuals have
different thresholds for uncertainty and anxiety, and while one person may push for more
intimate details the other may not see fit to comply in the same manner (Gudykunst,
2005; Littlejohn & Foss, 2011).
Social penetration theory views communication from a more cyclical perspective
and works off the social exchange theory which means, “information of equal value
should be exchanged between all parties involved “(Littlejohn & Foss, 2011 p. 236).
All three theories are uniquely useful in communication education research because of
their differences. When focusing on a straightforward study, concerning the selfdisclosing information to reduce anxiety and build relationships, uncertainty reduction
theory and social penetration theory should be used. Uncertainty reduction theory is
useful because of its linear nature. It focuses strictly on the goal of total understanding
and is perfect for a positivist study that hopes to, “predict, explain, or control” (Littlejohn
& Foss, 2011 p. 181). Social penetration theory is a necessary base for a more interactive
study dealing with human interaction (Altman, 1993). A combination of these theories is
often to focuses on, “the cycle of self-disclosure throughout the developing stages of
relationships through the developed and focus on the complexity of each relationship
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individually” (Littlejohn & Foss, 2011, p. 237). This study used a combination of these
theories to narrow the focus on reducing anxiety and fostering a supportive classroom
environment through the concept of self-disclosure.
Self-disclosure and classroom environment
All types of self-disclosure, instructor and student self-disclosure, can have
positive impacts on the classroom environment (Bolkan & Goodboy, 2011). For example,
students report higher levels of interest and participation when they can easily identify
with the examples used in class and find the disclosure to be relevant to the material
(Lannutti & Strauman, 2006). The need for self-disclosure in the classroom has been
studied and researchers claim that instructor self-disclosure is an excellent tool for
promoting student self-disclosure (Fusani, 1994). A study conducted by Downs and
colleagues suggest that instructors who employ narratives and humor as well as selfdisclosure will improve the clarity of the information being presented for student (Downs
Javidi & Nussbaum 1988). Lannutti and Strauman (2006) have identified the
relationships among of each the dimensions: positive, intent, and honesty to the positive
evaluations of instructors. They also determined that self-disclosure in out-of-class
communication allows for a more personal and direct relationship between instructor and
their students which can lead to a more positive classroom environment promoting selfdisclosure in class. Students who had any prior contact with an instructor tended to
reciprocate their self-disclosure in class presentations as well as interpersonal
conversation than students who still maintained high levels of uncertainty with said
instructor (Cayanus & Martin 2008; Fusani, 1994).
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Myers (1998) reported that students were limited in the depth of self-disclosure in
any aspect of the classroom environment including contact with the instructor as well as
other students. Students tend to focus on a broad range of topics when engaging in
interpersonal communication, while limiting the topic of choice when participating in
class presentations (Myers, 1998). Cayanus, Martin, and Weber (2003) were able to
produce evidence confirming that the higher the frequency of instructor self-disclosure,
the higher the frequency of student participation, out-of-class communication, and
student motives for communication. There has also been evidence of a positive
relationship between instructor self-disclosure and the perceptions of instructor
assertiveness and responsiveness concerning class assignments (Cayanus & Martin,
2004b).
It is important to note that classroom self-disclosure is different from general
interpersonal self-disclosure. Classroom self-disclosure promotes immediacy and
intimacy to a certain degree in the classroom (Cayanus & Martin, 2004b). Lannuti and
Straumann (2006) note that while self-disclosure can be used to build relationships
between instructors and students it, “should not muddy the professional boundary
between instructor and student’’ (p. 96). Cayanus and Martin have suggested that
relevancy and valencey are the key aspects of classroom self- disclosure examined in
order to impact the classroom environment. Relevance is defined as a, “student’s
perception of whether or not the course content can meet their personal needs, personal
goals, or career goals” (Cayanus & Martin, 2004b p. 260). The ability for a student to
perceive or provide any self-disclosure they view as relevant will be directly related to
the students’ perceptions of the course and their motivation to learn (Valerie, Javidi, &
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Nussbaum, 1988). Lannutti and Strauman (2006) stated that ‘‘self-disclosures that are not
related to course material may appear out-of-place or inappropriate for the classroom
setting’’ (p. 96). This adds to the need for more creativity in the classroom as students
can open up about more topics without the anxiety of being labeled as inappropriate.
Valence of classroom self-disclosure also plays a large role in the classroom
environment. Valence refers to the positivity or negativity of the classroom selfdisclosure and therefore will determine whether students will find the situation
appealing. For example, one study found that classrooms where instructors regularly
employed negative self-disclosure remarks tended to receive negative evaluations in
return (Sorensen, 1989). This finding is very similar to the general interpersonal selfdisclosure finding that believed that individuals who disclosed negative information were
perceived less favorably than those who disclosed positive information; therefore,
valence appears to play a significant role in the positive evaluation of the classroom
climate (Cayanus & Martin 2008).
The use of self-disclosure in the classroom and the interactions between faculty
and students has shown to play a positive role in students’ perceptions of positive
classroom environments (Bolkan & Goodboy, 2011). The first step to getting students to
let their creativity and personalities shine in the classroom is to promote self-disclosure
regularly and build a supporting and comforting classroom environment.
Creativity and Experiential Learning Theory
Student interest is critical in experiential learning. Students must be able to design
their activity. They should not feel that it has been assigned to them which is why the
freedom to choose their own speech topics or presentation style concerning speech
courses, and the
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Showcase Assignment in particular, is a key to a successful course. Most courses require
exams or essays over projects, but “projects are more meaningful than tests because
students must think, plan, and execute their ideas to produce something from their own
creativity” (Wurdinger, 2005, p. 13). Experiential learning requires an emotional
investment and a willingness to step outside of one’s comfort zone and creativity is a
necessary component of these actions.
Creativity in the classroom promotes student personality and identity encouraging
participation and interpersonal communication (Hartley & McWilliam, 2009). The
Showcase Assignment featured in the study was very creative as it had virtually no
guidelines or limits as to what the students can create or perform. The creativity section is
grouped by impact on the higher education classroom. It begins with the broader
concerns of creativity’s place in higher education and focuses in on creativity in the
communication classroom. A goal of experiential learning is the ability to apply concepts
learned in a formal educational environment to the ‘real world’; society needs more
people who can combine their thinking, knowledge, and values in imaginative ways to
work with complex ideas, create wealth and prosperity, ensue social change, enrich
cultures, and improve their self-worth (Jackson, 2014). Despite the fact that universities
have a vital role to play in creating a more creative society, they often advance the
creative development of students by accident rather than design (Jackson, 2014). Because
of this, universities should take this role seriously and promote creative thinking through
experiential learning in class curriculum, design, and assignments (Jackson, 2014). There
are four aspects of higher education that should be taken into consideration when
designing curriculum to meet a student’s creative development needs.
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First, the creativity should be distinct to the discipline (Jackson & Shaw, 2006). In
the case of the Showcase Assignment, this means asking what it means to be a creative
communicator (Hartley & McWilliam, 2009). The key to answering this question lies in
understanding what creativity means in higher education (Jackson & Shaw, 2006).
Second, the curriculum should foster creative development to prepare students for
learning in the real world, which is outside the low risk learning environment found in
higher education (Jackson, 2010). In order to achieve this, instructors must design or
appropriate learning environments that offer challenges for which there are no single
correct answers and do not penalize them if they are not successful in finding a possible
answer (Jackson, 2014). This is an aspect that will be met by necessity using ELT.
Jackson also suggested that universities begin encouraging learners to develop their own
ecologies for learning as part of their higher education experience (Jackson, 2013).
Learning ecologies are the processes in which students create a particular context for a
particular purpose that provides them with opportunities, relationships, and resources for
learning (Jackson, 2014). Third, universities must recognize the students’ individual lives
outside of academia (Hartley & McWilliam, 2009). This mindset will remove the passive
audience label that students currently have in the classroom. Adopting a lifewide concept
of education that embraces all of the students’ learning environments, personal
development, and self- actualization will allow a university and its instructors to value
and customize the creative development of the learners they serve (Jackson, 2011;
McWilliam, 2009). Finally, instructors should have room in their pedagogy for creative
development, and not be restricted to outlined curriculum (Jackson, 2014; Goodnough,
2003).
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ELT curriculum that is instructor designed with creative and unique pedagogies
and activities that engage learners with the unfamiliar, complex, and unpredictable is
more likely to foster creativity in students (Jackson, 2010; Chapman, McPhee, &
Proudman, 1992). It is beneficial to encourage students to take risks without fear of
failure or penalization. This forces students out of their comfort zone, but without the
anxiety of failure (Jackson, 2013). This was a trait the Showcase Assignment carried.
Strategies that support metacognitive development by encouraging learners to think about
and communicate their own creativity and its effects, will encourage students to see
creativity as a valuable tool rather than a scary task (Baker, Jackson, & Longmore, 2014;
Jackson, 2014).
Creativity in the classroom
Creativity in the classroom is often referred to as classroom performance as it
differs from the typical scripted or outlined style of instruction (Baker-Sennett &
Matusov, 1997; Harrison-Pepper, 1991; Lessinger & Gillis, 1976; McLaren, 1986;
Pineau, 1994; Rubin, 1985; Sawyer, 2004; Timpson & Tobin, 1982). Teaching should be
referred to as a creative art due to its collaborative and emergent nature of effective
classroom practice (Sawyer, 2004). Teaching proofing became the known term for
schools implementing scripted curricula in order to maintain consistency across all
classes (Sawyer, 2004). Teacher proofing or scripted instruction is particularly popular in
urban schools and is used only to improve standardized test scores. One example of this
is the New York City Board of Education’s mandate for success for all reading
instruction in low-performing schools (Goodnough, 2001, 2003). By scripting teachers in
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the classroom it takes away their subject matter expertise and their creative methods of
teaching.
All teaching is performative including scripted instruction (Lessinger & Gillis,
1976; Sawyer, 2004; Timpson & Tobin, 1982). A teacher is always “on stage” in front of
their classroom or “audience” and the dialogue between the students and the teacher
typically follows a performance script. Teachers often “rehearse” their presentations in
order to hold their audience’s attention. Like actors in a play, teachers using a scripted
curriculum are not asked to write the play, only to present the play as they interpret it
(Viadero, 1999). The play metaphor emphasizes various teaching skills that are necessary
for an effective teacher such as presentation, delivery, voice, movement, and timing
(Sawyer, 2004). It is important to remember that while the scripted instruction does offer
these skills, it is problematic because it suggests that the students are passive audience
members which is inaccurate (Sawyer, 2004).
The ability to apply profound content and personal creativity is what sets effective
teachers apart from the rest (Simon, 1999). Teachers who are granted creative autonomy
in their classrooms focus more on learning material and processes rather than
standardized testing methods (Sawyer, 2004). Today’s workforce seeks graduates who
are part of the creative class generation that fosters deeper understanding rather than
memorization
(Bereiter, 2002; Florida, 2002; Kafai & Resnick, 1996). If the key purpose of higher
education is to enable students to prepare for the complexities and challenges of their
future and to flourish in their respective fields, then surely enabling learners to develop
their creative potential must be an important part of this purpose (Jackson, 2014).
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Communication instructors face a dilemma every time they design a
communication assignment due to the structure. Communication is a creative driven field
so if an assignment is overly structured it will restrict a student’s creative freedom, but if
the assignment is not structured enough then it will not convey the concepts or skills
expected by the instructor (Booth-Butterfield, 1986). This is a dilemma that is enhanced
by communication apprehension (McCroskey, 1977). This is because overcoming this
apprehension must now be added to assignments as a key learning objective (BoothButterfield, 1986). Assignments should allow for creative freedom but must maintain
enough structure to accomplish their objectives (Booth-Butterfield, 1986; Sawyer, 2004).
If students are given a structured assignment or activity, anxious students will perform
just as effectively as non-anxious students (Pilkonis, 1977). This is likely due to the lack
of ambiguity in directions and expectations (Daley & Buss, 1984).
Creativity and communication apprehension
Situational variables will also affect a student’s apprehension experience
(McCroskey, 1977). The structure of a communication assignment is one that must
account for situational variables as they either boost or hinder effective performance
(Booth-Butterfield, 1986). It is not as simple as creating an assignment with allowances
for apprehension without knowing one’s students, because the structure of each
assignment will affect non-anxious students differently than the others (BoothButterfield, 1986). All assignments and lectures should be clear and concise with
effective verbal and nonverbal messages (Cayanus & Martin, 2008). Lack of knowledge
or uncertainty about a public speaking setting or assignment will only heighten the sense
of fear in an apprehensive student, but this is something instructors can alleviate by
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making a conscious effort to give exhaustive details of assignments and expectations
(Daly & Buss, 1984). When an instructor is enthusiastic about a lecture their speech
patterns reflect this interest. Instructors are self-disclosing their own credibility when this
occurs. When the instructor is clear and candid with their students they are more likely to
participate and their communication apprehension decreases (Cayanus & Martin, 2008).
Different classroom techniques can be used to enhance creativity and lessen
communication apprehension such as avoiding oral criticisms in front of the class,
introducing new audience members to anxious speakers, or forcing an anxious student to
stand in front of the class unnecessarily (Booth-Butterfield, 1986). The classroom
environment should be safe and nurturing when dealing with apprehensive students and
assignments and activities should be centered on creating a supportive classroom
environment (Booth-Butterfield, 1986). These activities should focus on internal factors
or personal responses to situations as apprehensive students tend to focus on these rather
than situational context that may also affect performance (Daly & Lawrence, 1984). It is
the nature of classrooms to demand evaluation which is the core of most student’s anxiety
and fear of creative freedom, but if the focus is shifted more on supportive assignments it
will allow students the freedom to complete an assignment for themselves rather than for
their instructor (Booth-Butterfield, 1986; Daley & Lawrence, 1984).
The use of creativity in the higher education, specifically communication,
classroom is an area that needs to be further explored as indicated by the review of the
literature above. Creativity is a needed skill that often goes to the wayside in harshly
structured classrooms (Jackson, 2014). The implementation of the showcase assignment
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allows students to practice their performance skills without fear or failure and selfdisclose to the class building a supportive classroom environment.
Chapter Summary
This chapter was an overview of communication apprehension and its subsets
including stage fright and situational communication anxiety which played a large role in
the creation of the Showcase Assignment. The chapter also reviewed experiential
learning theory which the Showcase Assignment heavily relied on as a guide to achieve
its objectives. Self-disclosure and its counterpart’s uncertainty reduction theory and
social penetration theory also were relevant to this assignment and the issue of
communication apprehension. The need for creativity in the higher education classroom
was also discussed as this Showcase Assignment proudly classified itself as an
assignment that fosters creativity.
All of the topics mentioned above are discussed in relation to higher education,
whether in communication courses specifically, or in the higher education environment.
Speech is a course that is often a requirement for degree seeking students; it is also a
highly desired skill in the workforce. Because of this, many educational issues surround
speech courses, but as the chapter above has revealed one of the biggest issues still facing
speech classrooms today is fear.
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Chapter 3 Methodology
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to test the effectiveness of the Showcase
Assignment by examining students’ situational communication anxiety, presentation
grades, observed anxiety while presenting, and their feedback of the Showcase
Assignment. This study also looked at instructors’ feedback of the Showcase Assignment
and their implementation of it.
This chapter explains the overall research design for this study including a
description of the research setting, sample, instrumentation, and procedures. The four
purposes of this chapter are to (1) describe the research methodology of this study; (2)
explain the population sample selection; (3) describe the procedures used in gathering
participants, designing the instruments, and collecting the data; and (4) provide an
explanation of the statistical procedures used to analyze the data.
After reviewing the literature concerning communication apprehension and the
need for new treatments to alleviate it, (Feske & Chambless, 1995; McCrosky, BoothButterfield & Payne, 1989) the researcher designed a classroom assignment titled the
Showcase Assignment to fulfill this need. The researcher believed that by subjecting
students to the Showcase Assignment as the first presentation, it would introduce
students to high levels of self-disclosure and communication apprehension early in the
semester benefiting the classroom experience as a whole as well as improving individual
student success.
The purpose of this quantitative research was to determine the effectiveness of the
Showcase Assignment on student public speaking anxiety as it relates to speech courses
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using various techniques. The participants of this study were undergraduate students ages
18 and older from two southern public universities enrolled in a basic speech course.
Data was obtained through designing and conducting an experiment in which the
researcher explored levels of communication apprehension through survey testing,
analyzing the results, and discussing the broader implications such as student presentation
grades, and if instructor personality predispositions communication apprehension levels or
student success. Based on the information provided, the following research questions
were asked:
RQ1) How does the implementation of the Showcase Assignment affect student public
speaking anxiety as it relates to speech classrooms?
RQ2) How does the Showcase Assignment impact grades on speaking assignments
compared to those that are not exposed?
RQ3) How do students describe the Showcase Assignment in relation to a supportive
classroom environment?
RQ4) How do students describe the Showcase Assignment in relation to creative
learning?
RQ5) How do perceived instructor personality and implementation of the Showcase
Assignment compare to the students’ perception of instructor personality and
implementation of the Showcase Assignment?
Institutional Setting
This study utilized two higher education institutions in the South Eastern United
States which will be known as University A and University B. University A is a public
research university offering 160 undergraduate and graduate degree programs (University
A, 2018). University A was founded in 1909 and is a doctoral-level national institution
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that serves a diverse student body from around the world including more than 14,000
students (University A, 2018). According to the most recent course catalog, Oral
Communication 1203 is an “introduction to the principles and practices of
communication in public, mediated, interpersonal, and group contexts, including
researching, organizing, writing, and presenting informative and persuasive messages”
(University A, 2018, p. 130). Instructors are allowed flexibility in their teaching methods
and may add content to the syllabus, but all courses are required to have students present
an informative and persuasive presentation.
University B was founded in 1830 and is a doctoral-level university that serves
over 7,500 students from around the world and offers 140 different degree programs
(University B, 2018). According to the most recent course catalog, Fundamentals of
Speech 201 is a course that offers, “communication theory and practice for public
speaking with emphasis on content, research, organization, delivery, adaptation to the
audience, as well as listening and speaker evaluation” (Communication Department,
2018, Communication Courses, paragraph 2). Instructors are allowed flexibility in their
teaching methods and may add content to the syllabus, but all courses are required to
have students present an informative and persuasive presentation.
Speech courses offered at both institutions are considered core or mandatory
courses and because of this they tend to fill up quickly with an average class size of 2024; they are taught primarily by adjunct faculty members, instructors, and/or assistant
professors. This is due in part by most upper level faculty members teaching the upper
level undergraduate courses and/or graduate level courses (University A, 2018;
University B, 2018). The participants used in this study were all adjunct faculty members
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of their respective institutions. Both institutions offer this course face to face and online
(University A, 2018; University B, 2018). For the purposes of this study, only face to
face courses were considered and used.
Population and Sample
The population for this study consisted of students, ages 18 and older, currently
enrolled in face to face speech courses which required traditional lectureship, at the main
campuses of University A and University B. No online courses or satellite campuses were
considered. For a speech course section to be considered for this study the course had to
be a basic public speaking course, in the case of these institutions they must be listed as
Oral Communication 1203 at University A and Fundamentals of Speech 201 at
University B, taught in a face to face setting on the main campus. University B offered 11
qualifying sections and University A offered 15 qualifying sections which equals an
approximate population of 624 students (University A, 2018; University B, 2018). The
researcher was able to recruit eight sections under the instruction of four adjunct
instructors to commit to participation, which given the class capacity, included
approximately 192 students. Of these 192 students contacted, 182 agreed to participate in
the study.
An adequate sample size is needed to result in statistically significant data. To
determine the sample size that is needed to be significant, the number of variables or
items to be assessed will guide the process. Early recommendations for item-to-response
ratios ranged from 1:4 (Rummel, 1970) to 1:10 (Schwab, 1980) for each set of scales to
be factor analyzed. However, recent studies have found that in most cases, a sample size
of 100 participants or observations should be sufficient for confirmatory factor analysis
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(Bollen, 1990). This study utilized sample size of 179 total. 190 students were contacted;
182 agreed to participate in the study resulting in a 96% response rate. Out of 182
students surveyed, 179 (98%) students are examined in the study as incomplete surveys
were not used.
While students enrolled in speech courses in a normal fashion without prior
knowledge of the research study, the study used convenience sampling as the primary
sampling method. Convenience sampling was chosen as the primary method as the
researcher selected which courses were in the control group and which courses were in
the treatment group based on the volunteering instructors’ willingness to commit to either
group. Convenience sampling is a non- probability sampling technique where the entire
population is viewed in terms of available samples, volunteer samples, and purposive
samples (Leard Dissertation, 2016). This study included four instructor participants. The
researcher surveyed the instructors involved in addition to the students as teacher support
and disclosure played a role in the assignment’s success. Teachers were asked to
complete demographic information including age, educational level, and years teaching.
This information is provided in the following chapter.
All participating instructors were given identical typed informed consent forms to
orally review with their students and the correct contact information to provide to all
students regarding the study. During the first or second class period, instructors informed
their students that they had been selected to participate in a research study and
immediately reviewed the informed consent form and clearly provided students with the
study contact information. All students were ensured that if they did not wish to
participate they had the right not to without penalty. Because signed consent forms would
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jeopardize the rigorous anonymity measures taken in this study, the Institutional Review
Board (IRB) suggested that the informed consent be verbal; meaning that if a student
voluntarily completed any survey or instrument they have provided consent, and they
maintain the option to speak with their instructor, the researcher, the researcher’s advisor,
or the Institutional Review Board about withdrawing from the study at any time.
Adhering to the stringent anonymity measures suggested by the IRB, all questionnaires
were turned in anonymously. The utilization of two large public universities as the
population should aid in achieving the desired diversity of the study, however, this
information cannot be confirmed as students were not allowed to complete demographic
information as part of the anonymity protection.
Procedures
To gather participants, the researcher first had to find willing institutions and
willing Departments of Communication. The researcher contacted three large universities
in the Southeast and spoke with all department chairs and provided a presentation of the
research request. Two of those universities agreed to the study and granted permission to
contact instructors. The researcher then contacted instructors of qualifying sections via
email and/or telephone to explain the purpose of the research and see if they would be
willing to participate themselves and allow their students to participate. This initial
conversation, and many subsequent conversations covered the study and its purpose,
what would be required of the instructors, what would be required of their students, and
informed consent information as it relates to instructor participation in the study. The
researcher made the instructors clear of their rights, what was being asked of them, the
benefits and consequences, and provided them with the appropriate contact information
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for the study. The instructors were not presented with a written copy of an informed
consent for their students, however, until interest in participation was confirmed. Once
participation was confirmed, the researcher sent all instruments and handouts to each
instructor along with a typed version of the specific instructions for each instrument the
researcher had verbally went over with each instructor.
As mentioned in the limitations section in Chapter 1, finding instructors willing to
participate in this study was difficult. This is likely due to the fact that instructors in the
experiment group had to dedicate at least one day of their curriculum to this new
assignment. This is something many instructors, particularly full-time instructors, were
unwilling to do. After a long back and forth process with several instructors, the
researcher confirmed the four instructors that would be participating. These instructors
were all adjunct instructors, and one of these instructors was the researcher herself.
The researcher was always planning to include her own classes in the study, no
matter the number of willing instructor participants, because the researcher believed that
the Showcase Assignment would only be successful when it is assigned by a caring and
empathetic instructor who takes the time to reassure the students, disclose with the
students their own struggles with PSA, give the students an example to further clarify
what is being asked of them, and increase bonding by allowing the students to see them as
a person not just an instructor. This also shows students that the instructor is not asking
them to do anything they would not be willing to do themselves. The key to the
successful delivery of this assignment is support since this is a sink or swim type of
assignment; an instructor that takes too much of an authoritative approach could increase
a student’s anxiety so much that the Showcase Assignment could backfire and cause
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more harm than benefit. At least this was the researcher’s assumption. Because of that
assumption, the researcher was hoping to acquire instructors with different teaching
styles to see if all these characteristics really did make or break the success of the
Showcase Assignment. Based on the results from the instructor survey however; it
appears that the other three instructors participating had similar teaching styles to that of
the researcher. This could mean that instructors with this supportive and laid back
teaching style are the ones that are naturally drawn to this type of assignment since out of
all the instructors contacted, these instructors found the assignment to be most intriguing.
Because finding willing instructor participants was more difficult than planned,
the researcher grouped the participating class sections into control and experiment groups
based on instructors’ willingness to participate given the experiment group’s needs as
well as how many sections each instructor was teaching and volunteering. This was done
by asking the instructor participants if they would be willing to participate in an
experiment group, a control group, or both. Once this collaboration was completed, the
instructors were informed which group their class sections had been assigned. The
instructors are considered both participants and facilitators as they completed a survey as
well. Instructors of the experiment groups, which included all instructors, were given an
instructor questionnaire to assess how their personality may have affected the
assignment’s success and the classroom environment once all other study requirements
had been completed. This information is shown in the next chapter.
The instructors primarily acted as facilitators in the study as they are the ones who
reviewed the informed consent with students and provided them with the appropriate
contact information, administered the pre-test and post-test surveys, delivered the
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treatment, the Showcase Assignment, to the treatment groups, and provided the feedback
questionnaire to the treatment groups.
As previously mentioned the researcher included two sections of her qualifying
courses as part of the study, as well as included herself in the instructor participant pool.
This was done for two reasons. First, as mentioned in detail above, the researcher is the
developer of this assignment and knew that she would fulfill the instructor personality
and implementation standards appropriately which was relevant given that instructor
personality and implementation was related to the success of the Showcase Assignment.
The second reason is for quantity purposes. As mentioned one limitation of this study
was lack of time for completion as well as lack of willing instructor participants. While
there are definite concerns for coercion and intrinsic motivation when acting as both the
researcher and the instructor, which are addressed in greater detail in the limitation
section, there are many studies where the benefits outweigh the risks when discussing
researcher involvement in their own studies. One study that looked at the phenomenon
specifically stated that, “ideally the researcher should be both inside and outside the
perceptions of the researched” (Hellawell, 2006 p.487). This can allow for a greater
understanding of the subject being studied, but it is also important that the researcher take
precautions to maintain at least a marginal level of objectivity. When a researcher is also
a participants in their research, they are known as action researchers. Action researchers
are not outsiders peering in from the shadows to the classroom, but rather working as
insiders who are responsible to the students whose learning they are documenting. When
there is minimal risk to the students and when rigorous anonymity measures or full
disclosure and consent are gathered concerning participants, researchers like John Elliot
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urge, “academic institutions to support reflective teaching and to minimize the
bureaucratic hurdles that discourage research by teachers to improve their own practice”
(Elliot, 1988 p. 13). The researcher in this study followed the IRB suggestions to give full
disclosure during the verbal delivery of the informed consent which provided minimal
risk to students, and scripts were provided to all instructor participants to do the same.
The researcher also followed the IRB suggestions to maintain rigorous anonymity
measures for all student participants. While these suggestions are mentioned in the text
below, they can also be found in Appendix J.
As stated above, the researcher provided her students with the verbal informed
consent exactly as the other three instructor participants. To prevent instructor influence
or coercion, this study presents no more than minimal risks to students, students were
fervently reminded that volunteering is optional and has no bearing on their grade, and
participation in this study offers students an opportunity for personal growth. It was made
very clear to students upon the distribution of each survey, and upon the collection of the
last survey that:


They did not have to participate,



They could withdraw any time,



They could ask questions,



Their grade would not be affected,



It would be impossible for the researcher to identify them because of the strict
anonymity measures,



They were reminded to adhere to the anonymity measures by not putting their
name on anything,
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•

Their instructor and/or the researcher would not judge them positively or
negatively based on their participation or their answers,

•

There are no right or wrong answers, and

•

The benefits and risks associated with the study during the first reviewing of the
informed consent.

•

The instructor is blinded from the identity of the participants by using student
initials rather than names and data will not be analyzed until the first speech
grades are entered.

Once the semester began, the course sections that were involved in the study received an
identical verbal explanation of informed consent written by the researcher to inform
students that the classroom had been chosen to be part of a study, and they could or
could not participate if they so choose, ensuring that that their decisions will not affect
their class grade in any way.
Research design
This design was a combination of the pre-test/post-test control group design and
the post-test only design. It had the advantages of these other two designs, randomized
post-test comparison and randomized pre-test/post-test design, with the additional
advantage of being able to test and control for instrument reactivity. By using this
design, the researcher was able to examine both the main effects of testing, through use
of the survey, and the interaction of testing and treatment. She was also able to examine
the combined effect of maturation and history by comparing the post-test only control
group and the pretest control group. This scale allowed for control of history, maturation,
testing, instrumentation, regression, and selection. The only validity threat was mortality
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because some participants from either group did not return to class or failed to complete
all surveys. Any student that did not wish to participate in the study were not required to
stay and complete the questionnaires. Of the 190 students contacted, 182 agreed to
participate in the study resulting in a 96% response rate. Out of 182 students surveyed,
179 (98%) students are examined in the study as incomplete surveys were not used.
Methodology
This experimental study used a survey research method to determine the
effectiveness of the new assignment in question. In an experimental study the researcher
manipulates one variable and controls the rest of the variables. According to Shuttleworth
(2016) there is a control group and a test group, the subjects are often randomly assigned
between the groups, and the researcher only tests one effect at a time. The experimental
method first surfaced formally in educational psychology in the early 1900s with studies
by Thorndike and Woodworth (Cronbach, 1957). These studies focused on environmental
change which they called “treatments” and used all standardized procedures to hold all
conditions constant except the independent or experimental variable (Cronbach, 1957). It
is this sense of standardization that ensures high internal validity or experimental control
when comparing the experimental group to the control group on the dependent or
outcome variable. This became known as internal validity (Ross & Morrison, 2004).
When internal validity is high, any differences found between the two groups can
be confidently attributed to the treatment. While not forgotten, it has been a tradition of
experimenters to give less emphasis on external validity or generalizability of the finding
to other settings (Ross & Morrison, 2004).
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An experimental method with pre-test/post-test design was chosen because it
allowed the researcher to compare two groups of participants and measure the degree of
change due to a treatment (Shuttleworth, 2016). This research method allowed the
researcher to accomplish several things. First, this design allowed the researcher to
compare the final posttest results between the two groups, which gave the researcher an
idea of the overall effectiveness of the assignment. Secondly, the researcher was able to
see how both groups have changed from pretest to posttest and whether one, both, or
neither improved over time. Finally, the researcher was able to compare the scores in the
two pretest groups to see if the randomization process was effective (Shuttleworth, 2016).
Instruments
This section will cover all survey instruments used in this study. One of the
instruments being used is a valid instrument. The situational communication anxiety
measurement instrument (McCroskey, 78; Richmond, 1978) is used as a pre-test/post-test
questionnaire that will cover student self-reports of speech classroom anxiety. All other
instruments used in this study were created by the researcher to fulfill specific needs.
Table 2 below breaks down the instruments used, who is being surveyed, and when they
are to be surveyed.
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Table 2
Instrument Overview
Instrument

Situational

Feedback

Instructor

Instructor Feedback

Communication

Survey

Observation

Survey

Anxiety Measure
Who it is

Students in both

completed by treatment and

Scale
Students in

Instructors

treatment

Instructors in the
treatment group only

control groups

group only

When it is

Before the first

After the

completed

presentation and

introduction introduction

after the

presentations presentations

During the

After the introduction
presentations

introduction
presentation
Situational communication anxiety measure
This instrument is used to measure a student's anxiety in any context including the
classroom. Richmond's Situational Communication Apprehension Measure (SCAM) is a
self- report measure developed to measure one’s communication apprehension level in
any given context (Richmond, 1978). One can expect an alpha reliability on this measure
of about 0.90; however, different contexts will generate different score ranges, means,
and standard deviations (Richmond, 1978). This scale is composed of statements students
have used to describe how they feel in the classroom. After each statement such as “I felt
jumpy”, participants indicated the number that best describes how they generally feel
while speaking in front of an audience or class. They responded using a 5 point “Likert”
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type scale (Richmond, 1978). This scale was given to both control and treatment groups.
It was first given as a pre-test during the first week of class, most importantly before the
first presentation. When students completed this survey, they also included the following
information: Instructor, class, day and time. The SCAM survey was given again after all
students completed the first required speech which is typically the introduction speech.
This scale was used to answer research question one and can be found in Appendix B.
RQ1) How does the implementation of the Showcase Assignment affect public speaking
anxiety as it relates to speech classrooms?
Grading assessment summary
The participants for this study were all students enrolled in the fundamentals of
speech courses at two universities. Since both schools require students to enroll in this
course, all sections were following very similar curriculums, which was confirmed by
examining all participating instructors’ syllabi. The grading scale and dates varied
slightly from instructor to instructor but the overall curriculum and presentations were the
same. The students in the control group did not participate in the Showcase Assignment,
but they did complete the SCAM survey. The students in the experiment group were
required to participate in the Showcase Assignment as part of their curriculum. It was
vital that it was the first presentation given in class. The students were not graded on the
Showcase Assignment but remained graded on all other presentations for the class as
normal. With the permission of the students and their instructors, via the informed
consent, the introduction presentation scores from both groups were submitted
anonymously, and then the means of those scores were compared between the control and
experiment groups. The introduction speech was chosen as it was a required speech for
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the course and was the first required speech presented. Ideally, the researcher would have
collected grades for both the introduction and the informative speeches and would have
liked to completed post-tests after the informative speeches to identify more specific
reasons for changes over time, but time constraints did not allow for this. The delivery
date varied from instructor to instructor, but most informative speeches were typically
delivered by midterm while introduction speeches were completed during the first two
months of class. The grading assessment was used to answer the following researcher
question.
RQ2) How does the Showcase Assignment impact grades on speaking assignments
compared to those that are not exposed?
Instructor observation scale
The researcher had to ensure that the Showcase Assignment made a true impact
on students’ presentation skills that was visible to an audience. The difficulty of
accomplishing this should be noted as some students are naturally talented speakers and
some are not. In addition to completing the typical grading scale while viewing student
presentations, instructors were asked to observe all participating students from each
participating class while they presented their introduction speeches. They were given a
set grading scale to judge the student’s observed anxiety while speaking. Only student
initials were to be recorded maintain student’s anonymity. They were only evaluating
how nervous a student appeared to be not at presentation content, appearance, or ability
to follow directions. The instructors returned their forms to the researcher after all
students had completed their introduction speeches. The results of the control group were
compared to the results of experiment group to see if there was a difference in the
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observed anxiety levels of the students presenting. This scale can be found in Appendix
C.
Feedback survey
To create the Feedback survey the researcher created a 4-point Likert scale
composed of newly created questions based on the results of the qualitative study on
student perceptions of the Showcase Assignment. The qualitative study focused on
questions related to classroom environment, assignment creativity, instructor caring and
support, reasons for student speaking anxiety, and their overall opinion on the Showcase
Assignment. The researcher reworded some of the original interview questions based on
student responses to form questions for the Feedback survey. This survey was given to
students in the experiment group after they had completed the introduction speech and all
other surveys. This survey answered the following research questions and can be found
in Appendix D.
RQ1) How does the implementation of the Showcase Assignment affect public speaking
anxiety as it relates to speech classrooms?
RQ3) How do students describe the Showcase Assignment in relation to a supportive
classroom environment?
RQ4) How do students describe the Showcase Assignment in relation to creative
learning?
RQ5) How do perceived instructor personality and implementation of the Showcase
Assignment compare to the students’ perception of instructor personality and
implementation of the Showcase Assignment?
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Instructor feedback survey
To see if the way in which an instructor assigns and explains the Showcase
Assignment and the level of support and disclosure surrounding the assignment impacts
the success of the assignment as it relates to student attitude and perception, the
researcher created an instructor feedback survey which was given to instructors of the
experiment groups. This survey can be in Appendix E. The researcher found no existing
scale to specifically measure teacher support from the teacher’s perspective therefore the
researcher created a 10 item 4-point Likert scale inquiring instructors’ involvement,
relatedness, and reassurance regarding the Showcase Assignment. This instrument
answers the following research question:
RQ5) How do perceived instructor personality and implementation of the Showcase
Assignment compare to the students’ perception of instructor personality and
implementation of the Showcase Assignment?
Data analysis
This section will cover the analysis needed to answer all research questions. Table
3 below breaks down what analysis conducted for each instrument.
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Table 3
Analysis Overview
Instrument

Respondents

Data analysis

Situational

Students in both treatment and

Mixed Measures ANOVA

Communication Anxiety control groups
Measure Assessment
Grading

Students in both treatment and

Independent sample T-Test

control groups
Instructor Observation

Instructors in both groups

Independent sample T-test

Scale
Feedback
Survey

Students in treatment group

Descriptive statistics

Instructor Survey

Instructors of treatment group

Descriptive statistics

To test if there is a significant change in the pre-test/post-test results and if this
change is in fact due to the treatment alone a mixed measures Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) was used to compute a gain score analysis from the SCAM survey. The
approach to a conducting a gain score analysis involves computing the gain score then
analyzing those gain scores in an analysis of variance with treatment as the betweensubjects factor (Karabinus, 1983). The “gain” in this analysis was the improvement made
from the treatment groups to the control groups as well as the gain from pre-test to posttest. These gains were computed by obtaining the individual students’ scores on both the
pre-test and the post-test SCAM survey from both groups to determine if a significant
difference was made (Karabinus, 1983). This study also used paired samples as opposed
to group mean scores to reduce error in validity. This will be achieved by monitoring
each individual student’s responses and grades and comparing them against each other.
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The data collected from students’ introduction speech grades as well as the
instructor observation ratings were used to determine if there was any correlation
between the Showcase Assignment and academic success in speech grades as well as the
Showcase Assignment and a successful presentation performance. This was done by
comparing the results of the instructor observation scale for students in the control group
to students in the experiment group using an independent sample T-test. The T-test is a
parametric statistical analyses method. In order for a T-test to occur the following
guidelines must be followed: the scores in the data represent a random sample from the
population under study, the distribution of the sample mean is normal, and the variances
of the different groups being studied are very similar. The data collected from the means
of the introduction speech grades for each class were used to complete an independent
sample T-test between the control and treatment groups. This was used to determine if
there was a significant difference in the mean grades of the treatment and control groups.
Finally, the feedback survey and the instructor survey provided descriptive statistics.
Descriptive statistics in this study served two purposes. First, it helped describe
the basic features of the data. This study had a large amount of data and the descriptive
statistics helped to manage the data findings and allowed it to be displayed in a table.
Secondly, these descriptive statistics provided numerical data that the qualitative pilot
study did not. This study provided descriptive statistics for frequency, percentage,
response distributions, measures of central tendency, and measures of dispersion (Bartz,
1971). The researcher also presented the instructor demographic information using
descriptive statistics.
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Reliability and Validity Reliability
Reliability is defined as, “the degree to which the results obtained by a
measurement and procedure can be replicated” (Polit & Hungler 1993 p.445). The
researcher created three questionnaires for this study and used the Cronbach Alpha test to
measure their reliability. Cronbach Alpha is a reliability test that can be conducted within
SPSS in order to measure the internal consistency of a given measuring instrument. The
acceptable reliability value is .6 (Chetty, 2017). This test was chosen for this study as it is
most commonly used when the questionnaire is developed using multiple Likert scale
statements, like this study, and therefore could be used to determine if the scale is reliable
or not (Chetty, 2017).
The validity of an instrument is defined as, “the degree to which an instrument
measures what it is intended to measure” (Polit & Hungler, 1993 p.448). There are
different types of validity but by using a pre-test/post-test two group design, many threats
to validity can be avoided. Content validity refers to the extent in which an instrument
represents the factors under study. To achieve content validity, the questionnaires were
designed using the results from the qualitative study on the Showcase Assignment.
Questions were based on information gathered during the qualitative study to ensure that
they were representative of existing student perceptions on the Showcase Assignment.
The questions were formulated to use simple language for clarity and ease of
understanding and clear instructions were given to the subjects.
External validity is the extent to which study findings can be generalized beyond
the given sample. One external threat to validity in this research design was the
interaction of selection and the experiment. For example, in this study these course
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sections may be filled with students vastly different from other course sections. To aid in
preventing his threat the researcher described the population studied well, but student
demographic and personality information was not collected as part of this study.
Pretesting the questionnaire
A pretest refers to a trial administration of an instrument to identify any flaws.
When a questionnaire is created to be used as a data gathering instrument, it is necessary
to determine whether the questions and directions are clear to subjects and whether they
understand what is being asked of them (Polit & Hungler 1995). To do this the researcher
pretested the questionnaire on ten respondents to see if the questionnaires should have
been altered before the study began. The researcher distributed all instruments, except the
SCAM survey, to four men and six women. Three respondents have a high school
education and seven respondents have a bachelor’s degree. The respondents all reported
that the surveys were easy to understand and follow, and they were non-time consuming
with most surveys taking approximately four minutes to complete. Because of the
positive feedback from the respondents, no changes were necessary before the study
began.
Chapter Summary
The purpose of this chapter was to describe the pre-test/post-test experimental
research methodology of this study. This chapter also explained the population and
sample selection which included students ages 18 and older, enrolled in a basic speech
course at University A and University B. This chapter also described the procedures used
in gathering participants, designing the instruments, and collecting the data. The chapter
covered contacting speech instructors, designing new Likert scale survey instruments,
and an explanation of the statistical procedures used to analyze the data which included a
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mixed measures ANOVA, independent sample T-tests, and descriptive statistics.

71

Chapter 4 Results
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to test the effectiveness of the Showcase
Assignment by examining students’ situational communication anxiety, presentation
grades, observed anxiety while presenting, and their feedback of the Showcase
Assignment. This study also looked at instructors’ feedback of the Showcase Assignment
and their implementation of it.
To answer (RQ1 How does the implementation of the Showcase Assignment
affect student public speaking anxiety as in relation to speech classrooms?) Two mixed
method ANOVAs were conducted as well a two-way ANOVA using the SCAM survey
data, a T-test using the instructor observation scale, and descriptive statistics were
presented using the feedback survey data. To answer (RQ2 How does the Showcase
Assignment impact grades on speaking assignments compared to those that are not
exposed?) a T-test was run. To answer (RQ3 How do students describe the Showcase
Assignment in relation to a supportive classroom environment?) Descriptive statistics
from the feedback survey were used to answer (RQ4 How do students describe the
Showcase Assignment in relation to creative learning?) Descriptive statistics from the
feedback survey were used. To answer (RQ5 How do perceived instructor personality
and implementation of the Showcase Assignment compare to the students’ perception of
instructor personality and implementation of the Showcase Assignment?) descriptive
statistics from the feedback survey and the instructor survey were used.
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Population/Demographics
Of the 190 students contacted 182 agreed to participate in the study resulting in a
96% response rate. Out of 182 students surveyed, 179 (98%) students are examined in the
study as incomplete surveys were not used. Students did not provide demographic
information. Table 4 below shows a breakdown of the participants.
Table 4
Student population
Control

Experiment

Total

University A

46

86

132

University B

23

24

47

Section one of the instructor survey collected demographic information for the
instructors included in the study. The study included four instructors. Instructor 1 taught
one control group and two treatment groups, is female, 57 years of age, is All But
Dissertation (ABD) in a Doctor of Education program, has been teaching for nine years,
and participating at University A. Instructor 2 taught one experiment group, is female, 29
years of age, has a Master of Arts degree, has been teaching for six years, and
participating at University A. Instructor 3 taught one control group and one experiment
group, is male, 32 years of age, has a Master of Arts degree, has been teaching for three
years, and participating at University A. Instructor 4 taught one control group and one
experiment group, is female, 25 years of age, is ABD in a Doctor of Education program,
has been teaching for 3 years, and participating at the University B. Table 5 below shows
instructor demographics.
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Table 5
Instructor Demographics

Research Question One
To answer research question one, how does the implementation of the Showcase
Assignment effect public speaking anxiety as it relates to speech classrooms, the
Situational Communication Apprehension Measure survey, the Instructor Observation
Scale, and the Feedback Survey were all used.
Situational Communication Apprehension Measure
A mixed-measures ANOVA was used to test if there is a significant change in the
pre- test/post-test results and if this change is in fact due to the treatment alone. A mixedmeasures ANOVA was used to test for differences between two or more independent
groups while subjecting participants to repeated measures. This design measures a fixed
factor or treatment, in this case the completion of the Showcase Assignment, as a
between-subjects’ variable. This allows us to see if there was a significant difference
between the SCAM sores of the control and experiment groups. This test also measured
a within-subjects variable which is considered the random effects factor, in this case the
time between the pre-test and post-test of the SCAM survey. This allowed us to see if
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there was a significant difference between the SCAM scores of participants from the pretest to the post-test.
A mixed between-within subjects analysis of variance was conducted to assess the
impact of the administration of the Showcase Assignment or lack thereof on participants’
scores on the Situational Communication Apprehension Measure (SCAM), found in
Appendix B, across two time periods (pre-test and post-test). This original ANOVA
looked at the differences in scores in both experiment groups and control groups as a
whole. There was no significant interaction between administration of the Showcase
Assignment and time as demonstrated by the Wilks Lambda results which is a statistic
that is reported during a mixed-design ANOVA (Karabinus, 2012).
Wilks Lambda tests to see if there is any difference in the group mean scores for a
particular combination of dependent variables. A value of zero would mean there is no
variance not explained by the independent variable which is ideal. Partial Eta Squared
measure the effect size of the given ANOVA. The results for this mixed-design ANOVA
revealed, Wilks Lambda = 1.00, F(1,176) = 0.51, p = 0.82, partial eta squared = 0.00.
This means that the researcher cannot say for certain that any change in group means
scores from pre-test to post-test cannot be directly linked to the implementation of the
Showcase Assignment.
There was a significant main effect for the within-subjects factor, the difference in
scores from the pre-test to the post-test SCAM which revealed, Wilks Lambda = .77,
F(1,176) = 51.56, p <.001, partial eta squared = .23, with both groups showing a decrease
in SCAM scores, or less reported anxiety, from pre-test to post-test. The higher the score
on the SCAM survey the higher the level of reported anxiety. This means that both
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groups reported lower levels of communication anxiety during the post-test compared to
the pre-test. The main effect of the between-subjects factor, Showcase Assignment
administration, was not significant when looking at all subjects F(1,176) = 2.74, p=.100,
partial eta squared =.015, suggesting that there was no significant difference in the
effectiveness of the administration of the Showcase Assignment on SCAM scores. This
means that overall there was no significant difference in the experiment and control
groups when looking at both factors, time and treatment, at the same time, there was no
effect when looking at the two groups from treatment alone, but there was a significant
difference in both group’s scores from the pre-test to the post-test. Table 6 below shows
the results of the ANOVA by displaying the mean, standard deviation, and number of
participants for both the between subject factors, control and experiment groups, and the
within subject factors, time (pre-test and post-test). The following results have a F value
of (F=1.05) and a significance of (p=0.371).
Table 6
ANOVA Results: Between subjects/Within Subjects
Groups

Mean

Std.

N

Deviation
Control PreScore

73.01

24.58

69

Control
Experiment
PreScore

67.99

22.32

109

Experiment
Total
PreScore

69.93

23.28

178
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Table 6 (Continued)
Groups

Mean

Std.

N

Deviation
Control PostScore

60.68

19.61

69

Experiment PostScore 56.40
58.06 19.16

18.77

109

Total PostScore

19.16

178

58.06

p=0.37
Figure 1 below demonstrates the change that occurred over time between the two
groups involved, and how there was a significant difference in both group’s PreScores
and PostScores but not a significant difference between the experiment and control
groups when looking at all subjects.

Figure 1: ANOVA Results
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In addition to finding out if there were any significant differences between the
control and experiment groups as a whole, the researcher also wanted to see if instructor
or institution made a difference. After running an additional mixed-design ANOVA,
adding the instructor as a second between-subjects factor, the researcher found that there
was a significant interaction between Administration of the Showcase Assignment and
Instructor in terms of SCAM scores across time F(2,172) = 3.41, p = .035). The table 6.2
below breaks down the results of the ANOVA with two between-subjects factors (Group
and Instructor) and one within-subjects factor (time). This means that in some way the
instructor significantly affected the scores between groups and through the two time
points.
Table 7
ANOVA 2 Results: Two between subjects/one within subjects
Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts
Measure: SCAM
Type III Sum
Source

time

of Squares

df

Mean Square F

Sig.

Time
time * Group
time * Instructor
time * Group *

Linear
Linear
Linear
Linear

11219.481
101.895
434.545
1555.907

1
1
3
2

11219.481
101.895
144.848
777.954

.000
.505
.593
*.035

Instructor
Error(time)

Linear

39210.240

172

227.967

*Significant P≤ 0.05
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49.215
.447
.635
3.413

Listed below and on the following page are figures 2, 3, and 4 demonstrating the
difference in control and experiment groups between all instructors with the exception of
instructor 2 as they only had an experiment group.

Figure 2: Instructor 1: ANOVA 2

Figure 3: Instructor 3: ANOVA 2
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Figure 4: Instructor 4: ANOVA 2
By looking at the figures 2, 3, and 4 above, it is clear that instructors “1” and “4”
showed a greater “improvement” for the experimental groups, as opposed to the control
group, which does support the hypothesis that the Showcase Assignment reduced
anxiety. However, looking at instructor “3” the exact opposite is shown and in greater
effect. This likely explains why the original ANOVA was not significant. If instructor 3
had shown scores like that of instructors 1 and 4, then it probably would have been. The
other issue, in terms of looking at the influence of instructors on SCAM scores between
control and experiment groups, is the fact that instructor 2 did not have a control group.
So, instructor 2 cannot really be brought into this discussion.
Because of this same analysis, ANOVA 2, was run again but this time excluding
data from instructor 2 creating ANOVA 3. The results again showed a significant
interaction for time*group*instructor or in other words, there was a significant interaction
between the Administration of the Showcase Assignment and the Instructor in terms of
SCAM scores across time F(2,150) = 3.22, p = .043). This reinforces the finding that
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instructor 3 affected the original outcome. Table 8 below shows the results of this third
ANOVA.
Table 8
ANOVA 3 Results: Two between subjects/ one within subjects excluding Instructor 2
Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts
Measure: SCAM
Type III Sum
Source

time

of Squares

Df

Mean Square F

Sig.

Time
time * Group
time * Instructor
time * Group *

Linear
Linear
Linear
Linear

9064.439
101.895
260.166
1555.907

1
1
2
2

9064.439
101.895
130.083
777.954

.000
.517
.585
*.043

Instructor
Error(time)

Linear

36240.501

150

241.603

37.518
.422
.538
3.220

*Significant P≤ 0.05
The researcher also wanted to explain the differences in instructors in a simpler
way and decided to run a Two-way ANOVA by creating a new dependent variable that
combined the previous two dependent variables (Time 1 and Time 2). This basically
created a new field in the dataset called “SCAM_Change”, which subtracts the Post-test
score from the Pre-test score. This then gave the researcher one dependent variable that
looks at the change in anxiety scores. In this analysis, a larger score would indicate a
greater decrease in anxiety and a negative score would indicate an increase in anxiety
from pre to post. After doing that the researcher ran a Two-way ANOVA with two
between-subjects factors (Group and Instructor) and one dependent variable of SCAM
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Change. The advantage of doing this was that it easily allowed the researcher and
audience to see any significant differences between instructors within specific
groups. The overall F statistic was the same as before F=3.22, p=.043 as shown in the
Table 9 below.
Table 9
Two-way ANOVA Results
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: SCAM_Change
Type III Sum of
Source

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Corrected Model 3901.997a
5
780.399
1.615
Intercept
18128.878
1
18128.878
37.518
Group
203.790
1
203.790
.422
Instructor
520.332
2
260.166
.538
Group * Instructor 3111.815
2
1555.907
3.220
Error
72481.003
150
483.207
Total
97014.000
156
Corrected Total
76383.000
155
R Squared = .051 (Adjusted R Squared = .019) *Significant P≤ 0.05

Sig.

.159
.000
.517
.585
*.043

The descriptive statistics for the Two-way ANOVA are provided in Table 10
below, which indicate that instructor 3 had a very large improvement in their control
group and the smallest of all conditions of an improvement in the experimental group
(4.91) which is what hurt the significance of the original ANOVA.
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Table 10
Two-way ANOVA Descriptives
Descriptive Statistics
Dependent Variable: SCAM_Change
Group
Control

Experiment

Total

Instructor
1
3
4
Total
1
3
4
Total
1
3
4
Total

Mean
9.4091
*20.1250
7.0000
12.3333
14.9500
4.9130
9.6667
10.8391
12.9839
12.6809
8.3617
11.5000

Std. Deviation
29.67067
23.80229
16.19764
24.12874
23.97108
11.83951
20.53347
20.65997
26.03056
20.23353
18.38764
22.19895

N
22
24
23
69
40
23
24
87
62
47
47
156

*Abnormally large
When looking at the pairwise comparisons below in Table 11, the differences
between each instructor’s mean Scam-Change score can be seen very clearly within each
grouping and the significance.
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Table 11
Pairwise Comparisons from the Two-way ANOVA
Pairwise Comparisons
Dependent Variable: SCAM_Change
95% Confidence
(I)

(J)

Mean

Interval
Lower forUpper

InstructorInstructorDifference Std.

Group

Control

(I-J)

Error Sig.b

Bound
DifferencebBound

1

3
4

-10.716
2.409

6.488 .101
6.555 .714

-23.536
-10.544

2.104
15.362

3

1

10.716

6.488 **.101

-2.104

23.536

4

4
1

13.125*
-2.409

6.414 *0.42
6.555 .714

.451
-15.362

25.799
10.544

3

-25.799

-.451

-1.329
-5.931

21.403
16.498

Experiment 1

3
4

-13.125* 6.414 .042
10.037
5.752 .083
5.283
5.676 .353

3

1

-10.037

5.752 **0.83

-21.403

1.329

4

4
1

-4.754
-5.283

6.414 .460
5.676 .353

-17.428
-16.498

7.920
5.931

3

4.754

6.414 .460

-7.920

17.428

Based on estimated marginal means *The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
** The mean difference is close to significant.
a.

Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no

adjustments).
Table 11 above shows that there was one significant difference found and two
differences that are close to significant. The significant difference was within the control
group; Instructor 3 showed a 13.125 greater decrease in anxiety scores over Instructor 4
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within the control group. It is significant at the p=.042 level. Also, Instructors 3 and 1
were very different (10.716), but it was only a p = .101, which is greater than the
significance level of .05, though close. The other data piece close to significance was in
the experimental group and between Instructors 1 and 3 (p=.083).
There were not any significant differences in SCAM-Change scores and
Instructor, when grouping was not a factor because all groups improved with time. In
Table 12 below the mean differences and significance levels are reported in regards to
that:
Table 12
Multiple Comparisons of SCAM-Change Scores between instructors in the Two-way
ANOVA.
Multiple Comparisons
Mean
Difference (IJ)
(I)
1 Instructor (J)
3 Instructor
3
4

95% Confidence Interval

Lower-9.7610
Bound Upper10.3670
Bound
Sig..997
.523
-5.4419
14.6862

4

.3030 Std.
4.25143
Error
4.6222
4.25143

1

-.3030

4.25143

.997

-10.3670

9.7610

4

4.3191

4.53453

.608

-6.4150

15.0533

1

-4.6222

4.25143

.523

-14.6862

5.4419

3

-4.3191

4.53453

.608

-15.0533

6.4150

Dependent Variable: SCAM-Change Tukey HSD
Based on observed means. The error term is Mean Square(Error) = 483.207.
The findings from the two-way ANOVA can better be demonstrated through
figure 5 below as it shows the positive changes in the SCAM-Change scores of students
taught by instructors 1 and 4 and clearly shows the opposite information for instructor 3
in greater effect.
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SCAM-Change Score between Instructors in Two-way ANOVA

Instructor 1: Blue; Instructor 3: Red; Instructor 4: Green
Figure 5: Two-way ANOVA
To see if location, or institution being studied, made a difference the researcher
ran another mixed method ANOVA this time substituting instructor for location.
Instructors 1, 2, and 3 were coded as University A and Instructor 4 was coded as
University B. There was not a significant interaction between Administration of the
Showcase Assignment and Location of Instruction in terms of SCAM scores across time
(F(2,150) = 0.56, p = .456). The results of the impact of location can best be seen by
looking at the two figures, 6 and 7 below.
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Figure 6: Location impact on ANOVA: University A

Figure 7: Location impact on ANOVA: University B
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Instructor Observation Scale
The Instructor Observation Scale, located in Appendix C, also aided in answering
research question one. The Instructor Observation Scale was used by instructors during
all student presentations of the introduction speech to evaluate observed anxiety or
“nervous tics” such as avoidance of eye contact, low volume, excessive pauses, overly
fast or slow rate of speech, verbal ticks such as ‘ugh’, ‘um’, swaying back and forth,
nervously playing with clothes; jewelry; or hair, verbally telling the audience they are
nervous, etc. The instructor observation scale was created by the researcher for use in this
study. Therefore, a Cronbach Alpha test was ran to test the new scale’s reliability. The
Cronbach Alpha for the instructor observation scale was 0.891, which is very high. When
examining the results for the individual question the researcher discovered these
individual items were also high indicating that removing any item would lower the
Cronbach Alpha and all items are worth including. The results of the instructor observation
scale for students in the control group were compared to students in the experiment group
using an independent sample T-test.
An independent-samples T-test was conducted to compare the instructor
observation scores in participants that were administered the Showcase Assignment and
the participants that did not receive the Showcase Assignment. There was a significant
difference in the scores for participants that were administered the Showcase Assignment
(M=24.12, SD=6.45) and those not administered the Showcase Assignment (M=26.67,
SD=6.43); t (177) = 2.58, p = 0.011. These results suggest that the administration of the
Showcase Assignment decreases the perceived anxiousness of the presenter. Table 13
below shows the results of the t-test with a significance of p=0.011.
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Table 13
Instructor Observation Scale T-test
Group

N

Mean

Std.

T

df

Control
Experiment

69
110

26.67
24.12

Deviation
6.43
6.45

177

2.58

P<0.05
Feedback Survey
Descriptive statistics from questions 1, 2, 3, 5, and 9 from the Feedback Survey,
located in Appendix D, also aid in answering question one. The instructor also created
this scale for the use of this study. These questions were formed around the causes of fear
in a speech classroom and students’ impressions of the Showcase Assignment in relation
to that fear. Upon looking at initial Cronbach Alpha score, the researcher found it to be
moderately reliable, but the score could be greatly improved by removing question four,
“the Showcase Assignment is intimidating” most likely because this is a negatively
worded question while the rest are positive. The researcher decided to omit this question
for all data raising the Cronbach Alpha to .701 making this survey instrument reliable.
Table 14 below shows which questions were used to help answer research question one.
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Table 14
Feedback Survey Question for RQ1
Question 1

I have a fear of being judged by my peers
when presenting

Question 2

I have a fear of being judged by my
instructor when presenting

Question 3

I have a fear of disclosing my personal
opinions when presenting

Question 5

The Showcase Assignment helps me shake
my fears of presenting for the first time

Question 9

The fact that this assignment is not graded
reduces my anxiety

The Feedback Survey was only given to students in the experiment group as its
purpose was simply to gauge how students felt about the Showcase Assignment and any
impact it may have had on their speech course experience. Questions 1, 2, and 3 all dealt
with how anxious a student feels in the speech classroom now upon taking the Showcase
Assignment so a lower score would mean a more positive outcome. Questions 5 and 9
dealt with how the Showcase Assignment helps alleviate their fears of speaking so a
higher score would mean a more positive outcome. Table 15 below shows the results of
the feedback survey. When looking at the following means from in the table below as
they relate to a 4 item Likert scale in which 4 is strongly agree and 1 is strongly disagree
it can be said that:
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•

Students neither agree nor disagree that they feel judged when presenting.

•

Students disagree that they fear instructor judgment.

•

Students disagree that they have a fear of disclosing their personal opinions.

•

Students agree that the Showcase Assignment helps them get over their fears of
speaking for the first time in class.

•

Students agree that the fact that the Showcase Assignment is not graded makes
them less anxious.

Table 15
Feedback Statistics for RQ1

Feed1
N
Valid
Missing
Mean
Median

110
69
2.4909
2.0000

Feed2
110
69
2.1182
2.0000

Feed3
110
69
2.0909
2.0000

Feed5
110
69
3.0000
3.0000

Feed9
110
69
3.3455
3.0000

Overall, the various analysis conducted on the SCAM pre-test post-test survey
was very informative. The original mixed method ANOVA revealed that there was no
significant difference between the experiment and control groups when including all
instructor and student participants. There was a significant difference found between pretest scores and post-test scores when including all groups and participants. To help
understand why these results occurred the researcher looked at individual instructors, but
after running a second mixed methods ANOVA adding instructor as a factor the results
indicated that instructor 2 would not be able to have a comparison since that instructor
only taught one experiment group and no control group.
91

The mixed method ANOVA was run again this time excluding instructor 2 and
the results showed that there was a positive change between both the experiment and
control groups’ pre-test scores and post-test scores under the instruction of instructors 1
and 4, however instructor 3 showed very large changes in their control group from pretest to post-test. This finding led the researcher to look at this particular change in a more
simplified method so the factor of SCAM- Change was added to see the difference in
scores from pre-test to post-test using a two-way ANOVA. Figure 2.4 is the best example
of showing that larger and more positive changes were seen in instructors 1 and 4s’
experiment groups, indicating that the Showcase Assignment did have a positive impact
on students’ self-reported anxiety levels. However, instructor 3’s experiment group
change was not as high and their control group’s reported change was extremely high.
Based on the analyses, the researcher believes that the Showcase Assignment likely could
improve students’ self-reported anxiety levels, but because of the results of instructor 3
this study’s results did not demonstrate this. While the instructor teaching the Showcase
Assignment did have an effect on the overall score of the SCAM survey, location did not.
While there were no significant results in self-reported change between the two groups,
there was a significant difference in the observed anxiety levels between the two groups
meaning that students in the experiment group appeared to be less nervous during their
introduction speeches than students in the control group.
Research Question Two
To answer research question two, how does the Showcase Assignment impact
grades on speaking assignments compared to those that are not exposed, the means of
both the control and experiment group’s scores will be compared in an independent
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sample T-test. All groups under the instruction of instructor 1 are not used in this analysis
as this instructor did not grade her introduction speeches but rather gave participation
points for attempting the assignment. All students in both the experiment and control
groups of instructor 1 made 100/100 on their introduction speeches. Students under the
instructors 2, 3, and 4 will be included in this T-test n=117.
An independent-samples T-test was conducted to compare the presentation grades
of participants that were administered the Showcase Assignment and participants that did
not receive the Showcase Assignment. There was a significant difference in the grades
for participants that were administered the Showcase Assignment (M=93.93, SD=7.34)
and those that were not administered the Showcase Assignment (M=89.66, SD=7.76); t
(114) = 3.00, p = 0.003. These results, demonstrated in Table 16 below, suggest that the
administration of the Showcase Assignment increases the graded evaluation of
participants’ presentations.
Table 16
Comparison of Speech grades between control and experiment groups
Grade for Introduction Speeches for Control Grade for Introduction Speeches for
Group

Experiment Group

Mean score: 89.66

Mean score 93.93

SD: 7.76

SD: 7.34

Research Question Three
To answer research question three, how do students describe the Showcase
Assignment in relation to a supportive classroom environment, questions 6, 7, and 8 from
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the Feedback Survey are presented as descriptive statistics. The Feedback survey is a 4
point Likert scale that can be found in Appendix D. These questions were formed around
how students felt about the Showcase Assignment in regards to support and classroom
environment. Table 17 below shows which questions were used to help answer research
question three.
Table 17
Feedback Survey Questions used to answer RQ3
Question 6

The Showcase Assignment helps create an
even playing field for all students no matter
their speaking skills

Question 7

The Showcase Assignment is a fun way to

Question 8

“break the ice” of speaking to the class
The Showcase Assignment helps create a
supportive classroom among students
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Table 18 below shows the overall results out of 110 student responses.
Table 18
Overview of results for Feedback Questions used in RQ3
Feedback Mean

Median

Question

Std.

Range

Minimum

Maximum

Deviation

6

3.20

3.00

.632

3.00

1.00

4.00

7

3.35

3.00

.597

3.00

1.00

4.00

8

3.37

3.00

.572

3.00

1.00

4.00

N=110
Now the descriptive statistics for each individual question mentioned above is
provided in tables 19, 20, and 21 and in figures 8, 9, and 10 below.
Question 6, “The Showcase Assignment helps create an even playing field for all students
no matter their speaking skills, is distributed as follows in Table 19:
Table 19
Descriptives for Feedback Question 6
Response

Frequency

Valid Percent

Strongly Disagree

2

1.8

Disagree

7

6.4

Agree

68

61.8

Strongly Agree

33

30.0

Total

110

100.0
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Figure 8: Descriptives for Feedback 6
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Feedback Question 7, “The Showcase Assignment is a fun way to ‘break the ice’ of
speaking to the class” is distributed as follows in Table 20:
Table 20
Descriptives for Feedback Question 7
Response

Frequency

Valid Percent

Strongly Disagree

1

0.9

Disagree

4

3.6

Agree

61

55.5

Strongly Agree

44

40.0

Total

110

100.0

Figure 9: Descriptives for Feedback Question 7
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Feedback Question 8, “The showcase Assignment helps create a supportive environment
among students” is distributed as follows in Table 21:
Table 21
Descriptives for Feedback Question 8
Response

Frequency

Valid Percent

Strongly Disagree

1

0.9

Disagree

2

1.8

Agree

62

56.4

Total

110

100.0

Figure 10: Descriptives for Feedback Question 8
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Overall, most students agree that the Showcase Assignment does help create a
supportive classroom environment. The Showcase Assignment can be a good way to
begin each course as a means of creating equity in skill level according to 91.8% of
respondents. This is reconfirmed by 95.5% of respondents who reported that the
Showcase Assignment is a good way to “break the ice” in a speech classroom. Finally,
97.3% of respondents agree that the Showcase Assignment aids in creating a supportive
classroom environment among students.
Research Question Four
Question 10 from the Feedback survey directly addresses research question four,
how do students describe the Showcase Assignment in relation to creative learning, in the
form of descriptive statistics. Question 10 from the Feedback survey asks students to rate
their level of agreement with the following statement, “Completing the Showcase
Assignment made my other class presentations easier.” Table 22 and Figure 11 below
shows the frequencies in relation to question 10 in the Feedback Survey.
Table 22
Descriptives for Feedback Question 10
Response

Frequency

Valid Percent

Strongly Disagree

2

1.8

Disagree

8

7.3

Agree

62

56.4

Strongly Agree

38

34.5

Total

110

100.0
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Figure 11: Descriptives for Feedback Question 1
The question, “completing the Showcase Assignment made my other class
presentations easier” aids in answering research question four in that all presentations in
speech courses require at least a certain degree of imagination and creative freedom. The
results tell us that while 9.1% of students reported that they did not gain any creative
skills from the Showcase Assignment that could be applied to other class presentations,
90.9% did report a benefit from having completed the Showcase Assignment. This means
that the assignment may not only be a benefit to performance anxiety but preparation
anxiety as well.
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Research Question Five
To answer research question five, how do perceived instructor personality and
implementation of the Showcase Assignment compare to the students’ perception of
instructor personality and implementation of the Showcase Assignment, descriptive
statistics from the instructor survey as well as questions 11, 12, and 13 from the feedback
survey are presented. The ten questions included in the instructor survey ask instructors
to rate their level of involvement and clarity when presenting the Showcase Assignment.
A Cronbach Alpha was ran to test the reliability of the Instructor Survey, and the results
were very low. However, this is likely due to the fact that only four instructors were
included in the sample. Table 23 below shows the means of all 10 of the questions from
the instructor survey as well as their descriptions with N=4.
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Table 23
Descriptives for the Instructor Survey
Question

Mean

Min

Max

Std. Deviation

1

4.00

4.00

4.00

.000

4.00

4.00

4.00

.000

I reminded my students that this 4.00

4.00

4.00

.000

3.25

3.00

4.00

.500

3.25

3.00

4.00

.500

3.75

3.00

4.00

.500

4.00

4.00

4.00

.000

2.5000

1.00

4.00

1.73205

Iquestions
created a laid back environment 4.0000

4.00

4.00

.00000

3.00

4.00

.50000

I explained the purpose of the
assignment to my students

2

I reassured my students this
assignment is not graded

3

is a judgment free class
4

I helped think of presentation
ideas for my students

5

I spoke individually with
students who were particularly

6

Inervous
disclosed my personal fears
with my students

7

I personally gave an example
presentation for my students

8

I invited students to telephone
me outside of class with

9

for this assignment
10 I repeatedly asked my students how 3.2500
they felt about the assignment and
due date
discussion topics
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The feedback survey asks students to provide their perceptions of instructor
involvement and clarity as it relates to the Showcase Assignment. Each questions asks a
student to rate their level of agreement with each statement. Question 11 states, “The
instructor presented the assignment instructions in a clear manner”, question 12 states,
“The instructor spoke to the class in a manner that eased our anxiety”, and question 13
states, “The instructor provided an example presentation of the Showcase Assignment”.
The following tables provide the frequencies for each of the three questions under review
in Tables 24, 25, and 26.
Table 24
Descriptives for Feedback Question 11
Response

Frequency

Valid Percent

Strongly Disagree

0

0.0

Disagree

1

0.9

Agree

47

42.7

Strongly Agree

62

56.4

Total

110

100.0
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This shows that most students, 99.1%, agree and/or strongly agree that instructors
described the instructors to the Showcase Assignment clearly and in a manner that they
understood what was being asked of them.

Figure 12: Descriptives for Feedback Question 11
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Table 25
Descriptives for Feedback Question 12
Response

Frequency

Valid Percent

Strongly Disagree

0

0.0

Disagree

1

0.9

Agree

48

43.6

Strongly Agree

61

55.5

Total

110

100.0

Again, 99.1% of the students in the experiment group felt that the instructors
spoke to their class in a way that eases their anxiety. Instructors felt like they were
accomplishing this goal and students overwhelming agreed. Figure 13 below shows this
in graph form.
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Figure 13: Descriptives for Feedback Question 12
The table 26 below shows the numerical breakdown of question 13 on the Feedback
survey.
Table 26
Descriptives for Feedback Question 13
Response

Frequency

Valid Percent

Strongly Disagree

0

0.0

Disagree

2

1.8

Agree

44

40.0

Strongly Agree

64

58.2

Total

110

100.0
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All instructors reported that they did provide a personal example of the Showcase
Assignment for their students and 98.2% agree and/or strongly agree that the instructors
accomplished this goal. Figure 14 below shows this information in graph form.

Figure 14: Descriptives for Feedback Question 13
Questions 1, 4, and 8 of the instructor survey align with question 11 from the
feedback survey as demonstrated in Table 27 below:
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Table 27
Instructor and Student Perceptions of Instructor Success
Instructor Survey

Feedback Survey

1. I explained the purpose of the assignment 11. The instructor presented the assignment
to my students

instructions in a clear manner

4. I helped think of presentation ideas for
my students
8. I invited students to telephone me outside
of class with questions

The results indicated that instructors felt confident that they were in fact
presenting the assignment instructions in a clear manner based on their high scoring
responses to the instructor survey (Q1 M=4.0, Q4 M-3.25, Q8 M=2.5) and students also
agreed that their instructor accomplished this goal with 99.1% of the responses being
positive.
Questions 2, 3, 5, 9, and 10 of the instructor survey align with question 12 from
the feedback survey as demonstrated in the Table 28 below:
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Table 28
Instructor and Student Perceptions of Instructor Success (2)
Instructor Survey

Feedback Survey

2. I reassured my students this assignment is 12. The instructor spoke in a manner that
not for a grade

eased my anxiety

3. I reminded my students this is a judgment
free class
5. I spoke individually with students who
were particularly nervous
9. I created a laid back environment for this
assignment
10. I repeatedly asked my students how they
felt about the assignment or due date

The results indicated that instructors felt confident that they spoke to their
students in a manner that eased their anxiety (Q2 M=4.0, Q3 M=4.0, Q5 M=3.25, Q9
M=4.0, Q10=3.25) and the students also agreed that their instructor accomplished this
goal with 60.9% of the responses being 99.1% positive.
Questions 6 and 7 of the instructor survey align with question 13 from the
feedback survey as demonstrated in the table 29 below:
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Table 29
Instructor and Student Perceptions of Instructor Success (3)
Instructor Survey

Feedback Survey

6. I disclosed my personal fears with my

13. The instructor provided an example

students

presentation of the Showcase Assignment

7. I personally gave an example presentation
for my students

The results indicated that instructors felt confident that they provided an adequate
example of the assignment for further provide clarity as well as promote bonding in the
class room (Q6 M=3.75, Q7 M=4.0) and students also agreed that their instructor
accomplished this goal with 98.2% of the responses being positive.
Chapter Summary
The results of this study indicated that the Showcase Assignment has a significant
impact on observed anxiety, or how nervous a speaker appears to an audience. It also has
a significant impact on student speech grades with results indicating that the differences
in the control and experiment group’s introduction speech scores were significant and not
due to chance. However, the fact that students in the experiment group scored lower on
the SCAM Pre-test cannot be overlooked. The fact that students in the experiment group
reported less anxiety than students in the control group going into the course may have
had an impact on the outcome of student speech grades.
The study found that the Showcase Assignment did not have a significant impact
on students’ self-reports of anxiety in the SCAM surveys overall. Students in both groups
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did show improvement from the pre-test to the post-test, but that was to be expected since
lowering apprehension is part of a normal speech course list of objectives. The researcher
was expecting to see improvement in both groups, but vast improvement in the
experiment group, and while this did not happen the results of the SCAM survey
ANOVA is still beneficial to the collective knowledge of this assignment. Further
analysis showed that while location did not have an impact in relation to the SCAM
scores, the instructor teaching the Showcase Assignment did and that likely the very large
difference in Instructor 3’s control groups’ pre-test post-test scores impacted the results
of the overall SCAM survey analysis. The study found that students reported positive
feedback concerning the Showcase Assignment. The students found the assignment to be
beneficial in creating a supportive classroom environment and in enhancing their
creativity skills to help them with other speech class presentations.
Finally, the study showed that positive instructor personality and implementation
of the Showcase Assignment will result in positive student feedback. All instructors
included in this study had very similar teaching styles and personalities resulting in very
little variation of scores in the instructor survey. This means that it was impossible to
compare a high scoring instructor on the instructor survey and a low scoring instructor on
the instructor survey to student feedback or success. The only information that can be
gathered from this small and similar pool of instructors is that students and instructors
alike recognize and value clear and organized instructions, a personality that easies
student anxiety, and personal examples of student assignments.
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Chapter 5 Discussion
The following chapter concludes this study and covers the summary of the results
with regards to each research question in relation to the relevant literature. Some
limitations have been identified. A brief suggestion for future research is covered.
Finally, the researcher covers any final thoughts regarding this study.
Summary of Results
RQ1) How does the implementation of the Showcase Assignment affect student public
speaking anxiety as in relation to speech classrooms?
This question covers student speaking anxiety in speech classrooms based on
student self-reported levels of speaking anxiety through the Situational Communication
Anxiety Measure as well as questions 1, 2, 3, 5, and 9 on the Feedback Survey. The
researcher wanted to discover the student’s perception of their anxiety level as well as
this perception with the Showcase assignment because a student’s perception to public
speaking is affected by their past experiences with performance (Ickes, 1971). It is
because of this the SCAM survey was chosen as opposed to more traditional presentation
anxiety instruments such as the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension
(PRCA). This instrument measures student apprehension in the speech classroom, and in
the researcher’s opinion has more tailored questions in relation to speech classrooms than
the SCAM survey and its broader statement questions. While the research using this and
other instruments specifically designed for the speech classroom are useful and have
provided useful information in the realms of communication education, they do not
address the anxiety levels associated with the past experience with performance that
students enter the speech classroom with. The SCAM survey measures any anxiety
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associated with Situational Communication meaning any specified type of
communication. Some students have given in class presentations before and others have
not. The SCAM instrument allows students to recall the most closely related experiences
they have to an in class presentation addressing those past experiences that have created
an internal motivation to develop or overcome communication apprehension (Ickes,
1971).
When looking at the results of the original mixed method ANOVA, the
implementation of the Showcase Assignment had no significant effect on student public
speaking anxiety based on self-reported levels of situational anxiety in the SCAM survey.
Both the Control and the Experiment groups improved from pre-test to post-test at
relatively equal rates; however, this is likely due to the large variation of instructor
scores.
A mixed methods ANOVA looking at instructor differences was also ran to better
understand the variations found in previous analysis. The researcher learned that the
location aspect did not play a difference, however, both of these institutions are similar in
size and have similar curricula for their speech courses. The instructor implementing the
Showcase Assignment did have a large effect on the students’ personal report of anxiety.
The reason for this is unclear because the Instructor Survey used in Research Question 4
focused on clarity of instruction, facilitation in building a supportive classroom
environment, and instructor relatability. All four instructors answered the Instructor
Survey similarly indicating no drastic change in assignment instruction delivery. To
confirm this, students also reported similar scores meaning that instructors and students
alike found all instructors involved in an experiment group to be competent at delivering
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and demonstrating the Showcase Assignment. All syllabi were reviewed and there were
no distinct changes in instruction or assignments noted. Because of this, it is unclear why
instructor 3’s control groups had such a drastic change in their SCAM-Change Scores.
Future studies should strive to replicate the results with more instructors, striving
for each instructor to teach one experiment and one control group to see what the results
might be without this anomaly. Future researchers may also wish to include a new
instrument measuring teaching style or maybe a content analysis of individual
instructors’ syllabi may help answer this question if the anomaly occurs again.
By making the Showcase Assignment the first presentation given in a course, the
instructors are not only addressing the student’s existing anxieties with past experiences
but are also helping them learn the necessary skills to overcome anxiety early and get
practice with the skills needed to present in front of an audience. Students who are very
apprehensive because of a failure or fear to learn the necessary skills for performance
could possibly find the assignment too frightening if the instructor does not do everything
in their power to build a supportive classroom environment (Daly & Friedrich, 1981).
Factors like anxiety, language skills, and ability to monitor social cues affect one’s ability
to acquire skills rapidly enough to overcome apprehensive tendencies (Daly & Friedrich,
1981). The Showcase Assignment’s goal is to help with these issues, and the results of
the Feedback survey revealed that students do believe that the assignment did help
alleviate their anxiety and practice their performance skills in a safe way without risk of
being graded.
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Results of Instructor Observation Scale
The instructor observation scale approached this question from the viewpoint of
an audience member. The researcher wanted to see if there was a noticeable difference in
anxiety levels or anxiety tells in students in the control and experiment groups while
presenting their introduction speeches. As mentioned in the literature, when students are
faced with situations, real or imagined, causing fear or anxiety, they display similar
behaviors in the classroom. Some students may become paralyzed by fear simply from
walking into the classroom or thinking about an oral presentation (Bledsoe & Baskin,
2014). Students can blush, sweat, and have difficulty speaking; some students react by
acting out while others attempt to hide through procrastination or repeated absences
(Bledsoe & Baskin, 2014). This study looked at these and related behaviors associated
with anxiety. The results revealed that there was a significant difference between the
control and the experiment groups using the instructor observation scale. Students in the
experiment group that have been subjected to the Showcase Assignment appear more
confident when presenting their introduction speech while students in the control group
display more frequent and/or more severe displays of speech anxiety.
It is important to mention that the lower the mean score for the SCAM survey, the
less severe the anxiety levels. During the pre-test the control group had a mean score of
M=73.01 while the experiment group had a score of M=67.98. This means that the
experiment group had lower levels of speaking anxiety before beginning the course
which may be an indicator of the results from the instructor observation scale. This could
be a potential limitation of this study. Both groups had significantly lower scores on their
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post-test SCAM than their pre-test SCAM with the control group having a difference of
12.33 and the experiment group having a difference of 11.58.
RQ2) How does the Showcase Assignment impact grades on speaking assignments
compared to those that are not exposed?
An independent-sample T-test was conducted to compare the presentation grades
in participants that were administered the Showcase Assignment and participants that did
not receive the Showcase Assignment. The results revealed that the Showcase
Assignment does have a significant positive impact on speaking assignment grades. The
students in the experiment group scored an average of M=93.93 on their introduction
speeches while students in the control group scored an average of M=89.66 on their
introduction speeches.
It was important to observe any effect the Showcase Assignment may have on
future speaking grades as communication apprehension and all of its subsets including
PSA plays a key role in student success in higher education (McCroskey, 1970). While
this study’s primary goal was to relieve situational communication anxiety and increase
student success as it relates to an individual student’s speech classroom, the results of this
study could possibly have long term effects on a student’s public speaking anxiety and
student success in higher education. Student success is identified as the student’s
intellectual ability, experience, and training they bring to the university including their
qualities of effective student behavior (McCroskey & Booth- Butterfield, 1989).
Communication apprehension has been found to be directly related to overall grade point
average, standardized test scores, and individual grades in undergraduate students in
small class sizes (Bashore, 1971). While the results are significant p=0.003 in suggesting
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that the administration of the Showcase Assignment increases the graded evaluation of
student presentations, it is important to remember the limitation identified earlier could
possibly apply to this finding as well.
The fact that the students in the experiment group scored lower on their pre-test
SCAM surveys could possibly be an indicator of better performance due to lower
apprehension levels and/or natural talent. However, given that the presentation grades are
more closely related to audience perception, i.e. the instructor observation scale, than the
student’s self-perception of speaking anxiety, the researcher does not believe this to be a
certain limitation to this finding and stands behind the finding that the Showcase
Assignment does in fact have a positive impact on student presentation grades.
RQ3) How do students describe the Showcase Assignment in relation to a supportive
classroom environment?
As noted in the literature, the classroom environment should be safe and nurturing
when dealing with apprehensive students and assignments, and activities should be
centered on creating a supportive classroom environment (Adler, 1980). The descriptive
statistics revealed that most students described the Showcase Assignment as a good way
to create a supportive classroom environment by creating classroom equity in regards to
speaking skills.
In other words, the Showcase Assignment gives all students the same amount of
organizational pattern, the same amount of creativity, and the same amount of
vulnerability which helps students not become intimidated by fellow students who may
be more naturally talented speakers. It is the nature of classrooms to demand evaluation
which is the core of most student’s anxiety and fear of creative freedom, but if the focus
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is shifted more on supportive assignments it will allow students the freedom to complete
an assignment for themselves rather than for their instructor (Booth-Butterfield, 1986;
Daley & Lawrence, 1984).
As reported in the Feedback Descriptives for Feedback Question 6, students
believe that this assignment helps create an even playing field for all students no matter
their speaking skills. The Showcase Assignment attempts to reduce judgment and
evaluation to a minimum to reduce the anxiety associated with instructor and peer
judgment which can create a since of relatability and bonding between student-student
and student-instructor. Students also stated that this is a good ice breaker activity for the
speech classroom. Finally, when asked directly 97.3% of respondents agree that the
Showcase Assignment aids in creating a supportive classroom environment among
students. Students are usually aware or made aware of the necessity of a supportive
classroom environment in a speech classroom. Public speaking is much easier and
relaxing when you are speaking to friends or at least friendly faces compared to
seemingly “judging” strangers (Lomas, 1937).
RQ4) How do students describe the Showcase Assignment in relation to creative
learning?
The Feedback Survey question, “completing the Showcase Assignment made my
other class presentations easier” answers this research question because as stated
previously all presentations in speech courses require at least a certain degree of
imagination and creative freedom. Communication is a creativity-driven field and as
mentioned in the literature, it is important that an assignment is both clearly structured
and allows students to practice their creative freedom (Booth-Butterfield, 1986). This
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dilemma is enhanced by communication apprehension (McCroskey, 1977). Many
students have been given guidelines to follow or set topics to write about their entire
academic careers, and speech class allows for a tremendous amount of creative freedom
from topic choice, content, and organizational delivery of that content.
The Showcase Assignment is a short presentation, but has the largest parameters
of any other speaking activity offered by the four instructors. Assignments should allow
for creative freedom but must maintain enough structure to accomplish their objectives
(Booth-Butterfield, 1986; Sawyer, 2004). Past researchers have found that if students are
given a structured assignment or activity, anxious students will perform just as effectively
as non-anxious students (Pilkonis, 1977). This assignment allowed students to brainstorm
and think outside of the box first thing during the semester which possibly made future
opportunities to establish topics, main points, and organizational patterns easier for them
during future speeches.
Future researchers attempting to recreate this study should create a separate
instrument for measuring creative freedom. The researcher was unable to find an existing
instrument to measure creative freedom in the higher education speech classroom, and
decided to weave the questions into the Feedback Survey rather than create a new
instrument. Upon reflection, the opportunities for questions relating creative freedom, the
Showcase Assignment, and the speech course objective would have been enough for an
additional survey instrument. The use of creativity in the higher education, specifically
communication, classrooms is an area that needs to be further explored as indicated by
the review of the literature above. Creativity is a needed skill that often goes to the
wayside in harshly structured classrooms (Jackson, 2014).
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The results of this study found that while 9.1% of students reported that they did
not benefit any creative skills from the Showcase Assignment that could be applied to
other class presentations, 90.9% did report a benefit from having completed the
Showcase Assignment. This means that the assignment may not only be a benefit to
performance anxiety but creativity and preparation anxiety as well. If the key purpose of
higher education is to enable students to prepare for the complexities and challenges of
their future and to flourish in their respective fields, then surely enabling learners to
develop their creative potential must be an important part of this purpose (Jackson,
2014).
RQ5) How do perceived instructor personality and implementation of the Showcase
Assignment compare to the students’ perception of instructor personality and
implementation of the Showcase Assignment?
Instructor personality and implementation of the Showcase Assignment from the
instructors’ perspectives mirrored that of the students’ perspectives which showed that
the instructors did an excellent job explaining the assignment directions clearly, made
their students feel more at ease and less anxious by the way they communicated with
their students, and provided a good and personal example of the Showcase Assignment.
As mentioned in the literature, all assignments and lectures should be clear and concise
with effective verbal and nonverbal messages to be effective (Cayanus & Martin, 2008).
When an instructor provides a personal example of the Showcase Assignment it
accomplishes two goals. First, it allows the student to see what the finished presentation
should look like and gives the students something to model after and helps clarify the
instructions. Lack of knowledge or uncertainty about a public speaking assignment only
heightens the sense of fear in an apprehensive student, but this is something instructors
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can alleviate by making a conscious effort to give exhaustive details of assignments and
expectations (Daly & Buss, 1984). Secondly, it can increase instructor-student
communication, bonding, or empathy. When an instructor is enthusiastic about a lecture
or assignment their speech patterns reflect this interest. Instructors are self-disclosing
their own credibility when this occurs. When the instructor is clear and candid with their
students they are more likely to participate and their communication apprehension
decreases (Cayanus & Martin, 2008). This assignment is a great way for students to view
their instructors as individuals, not just instructors which can contribute to a more
comfortable and supportive classroom environment.
Future Research
Ideas for increasing the success of this study if replicated are weaved throughout
this chapter, but the researcher would also like to cover related issues that arose during
the course of this study that have room for future research, particularly the bearing of
instructor personality and implementation on the success of the Showcase Assignment.
This area has opportunities for more information to be gathered in the area of instructor
self-disclosure and its impact on instructor-student relationships. Informally, the
instructors of this study learned that self-disclosing information about their personal
lives, interests, and personal struggles with communication apprehension rapidly
increased the bond between them and many of their students creating a supportive
classroom much faster. This is an area that could be explored in a new study using the
Showcase Assignment to not only encourage support between peers but support between
instructors and students.
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The results of the Instructor observation scale were very positive but only
compared students in the control and treatment groups. Because past studies in the
literature found that audience members observed stage fright more in men than women,
but women report having experienced stage fright more, it would be beneficial to recreate
this study collecting demographic information to test for any existing gender differences
(Clevenger, 1959). This would be useful as this study is looking specifically at nervous
tics demonstrated in the speech classroom as well as the time gap between this study and
the original study conducted in 1959.
This study also had a small sample size of instructors and all instructors had very
similar teaching styles. While the researcher feels that this assignment will only be
successful under the direction of a supportive ‘laid-back’ instructor, there is no way to be
certain of this at this time. A new study with instructors of various personalities and
teaching styles should be used to see if/how instructor personality and implementation
affects the success of the Showcase Assignment.
An additional expansion of this study would be to replicate this study with
different institutions, perhaps focusing on community colleges, or differing institution
sizes to see if class demographics, region, or institutional settings have different results.
Also, further development of the survey tools such as an increase on questions and or
instruments concerning creativity and instructor personality, as previously mentioned,
could provide more detailed results. Collecting additional data may help undercover new
ways to increase instructor-student communication and lower communication anxiety in
the speech classrooms.
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Final Thoughts
The researcher completed a past qualitative study reviewing student perceptions
of the Showcase Assignment. From that study the researcher learned that the things that
scare students the most about public speaking courses are judgment from peers and
instructors and stage fright. This current study's descriptive statistics reflected the results
of the past qualitative study and found, students that participated in the Showcase
Assignment still reported some fear of peer and instructor judgment, but overall found
the Showcase Assignment to be a helpful way to lower that fear.
The researcher also received general feedback about the Showcase Assignment
and its ability to reduce communication apprehension and found that while it can be an
intimidating assignment, the level of creative freedom and lack of grade for the
assignment made it fun and enjoyable. This study confirmed that communication
apprehension was still present after completing the Showcase Assignment according to
self-reported levels of apprehension, but the students found the assignment to be
creative, helpful, and beneficial to their individual needs as well as classroom needs by
creating a supportive environment.
The researcher can confidently call the Showcase Assignment a successful
classroom assignment. While it did not yield significant results in regards to the SCAM
survey and self- reported levels of situational communication anxiety as a whole, the
results from the specific questions in regards to self-reported fear confirmed the
qualitative findings. This assignment also proved to make the students appear more
confident to an audience and even increase presentation grades. This simple, fun, out of
the box assignment can be a fun way to lower communication apprehension, build a
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supportive classroom environment, and have a positive impact on instructor-student
relationships in the speech classroom.
This study covered a great deal of literature that discussed multiple approaches to
solving PSA and the literature noted that the systematic desensitization approach works
best when the nature of the problem is, “situational rather than a major skill deficit”
(Friedrich, Goss, Cunconan, & Lane, 1997 p. 316). The Showcase Assignment focused
mainly on systematic desensitization by forcing a sink or swim approach while
simultaneously taking pressure off by not grading the assignment. The assignment also
allowed students to use emotional therapy and visualization by making them think of a
personal element to share with the class, and they had an opportunity to practice their
speaking skills without judgment. The researcher feels that the Showcase Assignment
confirmed this statement in the literature by looking at situational public speaking anxiety
and the short term goal of reducing this anxiety for the duration of a speech class through
many ways, but primarily by reducing the anxiety of the unknown, allowing students an
opportunity to have hands on practice with their concrete skills in a low judgment
environment and by increasing student-student and student-instructor bonding and
building a supportive classroom environment all within the first week of class through
experiential learning theory. Accomplishing these goals may not be a new
accomplishment, but accomplishing these goals within the first week of a course is
impressive and allows for a more successful semester in terms of observed anxiety,
grades, and student feedback.
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Appendix A: Showcase Assignment Handout
The Showcase Assignment

Assignment Overview
For your first assignment we are going to break the ice. While it is something many
students find uncomfortable, you will be speaking in this class, and you will get to know
you classmates in this class. It is much better to break the ice now than to spend the first
month in an awkward silent classroom and then be filled with the anxiety of speaking to
strangers during your first graded assignment. Here is what you need to do: pick a talent
that is meaningful to you. It can be anything sing, dance, act, tell a joke, play an
instrument, recite some poetry, anything as long as it is appropriate for the classroom. It
needs to be long enough so we see that you tried but under 2 minutes! We have to make
time for everyone. This is a pass or fail assignment. All I’m asking of you is that you put
yourself out there and try. I think you’ll find that once you have done something like this
in front of your classmates that giving a speech to them will be much easier. Rules:
Remember to have your topic approved by me.


Speeches/performances will be given on this date



One 3x5 notecard is allowed but not necessary.



Time limit is 30 seconds-2 minutes. This is VERY brief.



This is pass or fail, no partial credit.

.

Objectives:


Appropriate self-disclosure. Self-disclosure is the act of revealing information
about one’s self to another person or a group of people. Why is this talent
important to you?
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Creative thinking. This class gives you more freedom than most, and it can be
overwhelming to some. This helps you practice.



Reduce communication apprehension. This is a sink or swim approach. There are
two keys to conquering communication apprehension: organization and practice.

Do I have to?
The goal of this is not to scare you away or put you on the spot. The goal is to get to
know each other and build a supportive classroom environment. I do not guarantee that
all of your public speaking anxiety will be cured by this single assignment, but I do think
that by putting a ding in your shell it might entice you to burst out of it by the end of this
course. I hope you all have fun with this! Good luck. I can’t wait to see your talent!
Instructor Coaching sent to all instructor participants
The Showcase Assignment Handout
I ask that you please print this out and give this to students in a handout form to
ensure absolute clarity for all students in the experiment group. This handout needs to be
given on the first or second day of class as this needs to be the first assignment they
complete in the course. I usually go over my syllabus on the first day and then assign
them the showcase assignment to be complete on the second class period. I find that I can
usually get through 15-20 students in about 45 minutes to an hour. In order to do this
though you have to make sure that they have a strict adherence to the time limit. That I
why I suggest showing them an example assignment by you doing one in class. For
example, when I assign this I show them two examples. First I say, “Hello my name is
Amelia. I am a huge fan of Disney, and I have always enjoyed singing so for my talent
today I thought I would share a verse from my husband’s favorite Disney movie
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Pocahontas, (singing) ‘you think you own whatever land you land on. The Earth is just a
dead thing you can claim, but I know every rock and tree and creature, has a life, has a
spirit, has a name.’ Thank you.” It is that short! I didn’t go into the chorus or anything
because it needs to be brief. Stress to them that it is not a talent show but just an exercise
to get used to being exposed in front of the room. The next example I give them is
reading a passage from a book I wrote. I say, “Hello my name is Amelia, and I really
enjoy writing Children’s stories. I wrote a book in high school called Massengil Manor,
and I am going to read you a passage from it now, “the house was so old it appeared to be
in pain. The shutters hung by threads and the paint peeled from the walls as if trying to
escape the inevitable decay. They knew if there was ever a perfect spot to film their
project, it was here.” I find that most student have a tendency to really stretch this out and
there is just not time for a long performance this early in the classroom so teaching them
how long it should be is key. I also find that by disclosing my own talents, expressing my
own fears, and so on it really helps the student relate to be better, feel more at ease in the
classroom better, and of course better execute their assignments if they see how it is
supposed to be done first.
Another this I get a lot of is students saying they don’t have a talent. They hear
the words sing, dance, and instruments and they instantly think they do not have a talent,
but it is important to stress that everyone has a talent! If they are really good at math they
could solve a big math problem in front of the class, I had a guy ride a unicycle, I also
had a student who was a single mother raising 5 kids, which definitely takes talent so I
had her tells us a story of how she managed to juggle a particularly trying day. I had a girl
who sold hair extensions so she gave us a pitch basically. The possibilities are endless so
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make sure that you tell your students that if they need help thinking of a talent to stay
after class and help them figure it out. If you have any questions about this please do not
hesitate to ask 731-610-3058.
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Appendix B: SCAM Survey
Directions: Please complete the following questionnaire about how you felt the last time
you engaged in a public speaking course or public speaking event/classroom presentation.
There are no right or wrong answers. Just respond to the items quickly to describe as
accurately as you can how you felt while interacting within the speech classroom
environment.
Class Day and Time:
Instructor Name:
Your Initials:
Date:

Mark an ‘X’ Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither
over the best True

True

True

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True/False False

False

False

answer.
I was

Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither

apprehensive True

True

True

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True/False False

I was disturbed Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither

False

False

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True
True
True
True/False False
False
False
I felt peaceful Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither
Somewhat Moderately Extremely
True

True

True

True/False False

False

False

I was loose

Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither

I felt uneasy

True
True
True
True/False False
False
False
Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither
Somewhat Moderately Extremely
True

True

True

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True/False False
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False

False

I was self-

Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither

assured

True

I was fearful

Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither
True

I was ruffled

True

True

True

True/False False

True

True

True

True

True

Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither

composed

True

True

True

True

True

True

True
I felt safe

True

True

True

True

True

True

True

True

True
I felt happy

True

True

True

True

True

False

False

False

False

False

False

False

False

False

False

False

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True/False False
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False

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True/False False

Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither

False

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True/False False

I was cheerful Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither

False

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True/False False

I was flustered Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither

False

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True/False False

Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither

False

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True/False False

I felt satisfied Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither

False

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True/False False

I was bothered Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither

False

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True/False False

I was

False

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True/False False

Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither

False

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True/False False

Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither
True

I felt jumpy

True

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

False

False

I felt dejected Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither
True

True

True

True/False False

I was pleased Extremely Moderately Somewhat Neither
I felt good

Somewhat Moderately Extremely
False

False

Somewhat Moderately Extremely

True
False
Extremely True
Moderately True
Somewhat True/False
Neither
Somewhat False
Moderately False
Extremely

True
True
True
True/False Somewhat
False
False
False
I was unhappy Extremely
Moderately
Somewhat
Neither
Moderately
Extremely
True

True

True

True/False False

False

False

Instructor Coaching sent to all instructor participants
SCAM Survey
The SCAM Survey is to be given to the students twice. Once as a pre-test and
once as a post-test. Please make sure that you are handing out the correct copy that says
Pre-test or Post-test at the top. I have a slot for the students to date the paper, and I should
be able to tell from that, but we all know that students do no always date their papers. The
SCAM survey is to be given to all student volunteers in both the experiment and control
groups. The pre-test is to be given on the first or second day of class. It needs to be
completed before the student engages in a speaking presentation and before students in
the experiment group complete the showcase assignment. Please make sure that all
students are well informed about the informed consent and that they do not have any
questions or concerns before beginning the Pre-test SCAM. The questions in the SCAM
survey are vague per the topic because it is meant to measure any specific communication
situation that you decide. To insure clarity across all course sections say this, “For this
survey you will need to think of the last time you presented in front of the class room or
gave an in class presentation of some kind. If you have never presented in front of the
classroom or if it has been a very long time, then please think of the closest
communication situation to speaking before a class. Such as giving an oral presentation at
work or speaking at a conference. Once you have this memory in place, please answer all
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questions in regard to that situation. So basically when you see a question such as, “I felt
relaxed” would you say you agree with the statement and you did feel relaxed with giving
an in class presentation? If you have any questions about word meaning, finding a
situation, or anything else please do not hesitate to ask. Also remember that you are not
required to participate and that your choice to participate or not nor the answers you
select will have any bearing on your success in this class or my personal opinion of you.”
Once the pre-tests have been completed please return them to the researcher immediately.
I am expecting these by January 26. 2018. The post-tests are to be completed after
students have completed their introduction speeches. Please send me the surveys as soon
as they are completed. Please try to assign all surveys to volunteering students on a day
that the majority of the class is present or provide them with multiple opportunities to
complete the surveys as to avoid missing data when possible. This survey must be
completed and submitted to the researcher by February 23, 2018
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Appendix C: Instructor Observation Scale
Instructor Observation Scale Student Initials:
Class day and Time:
Control or Experiment group:
Instructor Name:
Instructions: Please watch the student perform their presentation. Do not judge the
student on their appearance, their visual aid, or their ability to follow directions. Look
only at the following characteristics and indicate your level of agreement with the
following statements by the response the best fits your level of agreement: Strongly
agree=SA; Agree=A; Disagree=D; Strongly disagree=SD.

Indicate Answers Here: Strongly Agree
Student verbally SA
A
Disagree
said I amread
nervous.
Student
their SA
A

Agree

Disagree

Strongly

D

SD

D

SD

presentation either
using a notecard
or SA
Student
avoids eye

A

D

SD

screen.
contact.
Student had an

A

D

SD

A

D

SD

A

D

SD

A

D

SD

SA

overly fast or slow
Student nervously SA
rate of speech.
played with
clothing or jewelry
Student hid behind SA
while speaking.
computer screen or
Student paused
SA
podium.
their speech
multiple times.
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Student swayed

SA

A

D

SD

A

D

SD

A

D

SD

A

D

SD

as breathy
sighs,
ended
speech
and SA
Student
avoided

A

D

SD

“um”,
“like”,
“Iseat SA
rushed
tobecame
their
eye
contact
with
Student

A

D

SD

back and forth,
paced, or kicked
Student’s volume SA
feet while
was
verydisplayed
quiet.
Student
SA
speaking.
nervous abruptly
ticks such SA
Student

guess”,
etc.
rather
than
the
instructor.
flustered
when
remaining
in frontInstructor Coaching sent to all instructor participants
looking at the
of the room.
instructor.

Instructor Observation Scale

This survey is to be completed by the instructors during their students’
introduction speeches. I know that you have your personal or university standard grading
scale to grade while the student is speaking and that of course takes precedence, but if
you have time and feel comfortable, I would ask that you also complete this 13 question
survey either while the student is speaking or immediately after perhaps while the next
student is getting ready to present. The questions are straight forward and fairly quick to
answer. This survey has no bearing on their grade and only measures if they “look
nervous”. In other words, this survey does not look at organization or content, but rather
if an untrained person was to watch them give a speech would they look nervous to them
or not. I would ask that you complete these for every student you have in both control and
experiment groups. I understand that sometimes students speak so fast that you barely
have time to complete your grading scale without holding back the line, but if you can try
to complete these for as many students as possible to avoid missing data. This survey is
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to be turned into the researcher as soon as the introduction speeches are finished
whenever that may be for you. I must have ALL surveys returned by February 23, 2018
but the sooner I receive the surveys the more work I can get done. So I really appreciate
your promptness is turning materials in.
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Appendix D: Feedback Survey

Class Day and Time:

Instructor Name:

Initials:

Feedback Survey: Instructions: Please indicate your level of agreement with the
following statements by Circling the response the best fits your level of agreement:
Strongly agree=SA; Agree=A; Disagree=D; Strongly disagree=SD.

Indicate Answers Here: Strongly Agree
I have a fear of being SA
A
Disagree
judged by my peers

Agree

Disagree

Strongly

D

SD

A

D

SD

SA

A

D

SD

SA

A

D

SD

A

D

SD

A

D

SD

Iwhen
havepresenting.
a fear of being SA
judged by the
when
Iinstructor
have a fear
of
presenting.my
disclosing
personal
opinions
The Showcase

when presenting.
assignment
is
The Showcase
SA
intimidating.
assignment helps me
shake my fears of
The Showcase
presenting for the
assignment helps
first time.
create an even

SA

playing field for all
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students no matter
their speaking skills.

The Showcase

SA

A

D

SD

SA

A

D

SD

SA

A

D

SD

SA

A

D

SD

SA

A

D

SD

assignment is a fun
way to “break the
The Showcase
ice” of speaking to
assignment helps
the class.
create a supportive
environment among
students.
The fact that the
assignment is not
graded reduces my
anxiety.

Completing the
Showcase
assignment made my
other class
presentations easier.
The instructor
presented the
assignment
instructions in a
clear manner.
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The instructor spoke SA

A

D

SD

A

D

SD

to the class in a
manner that eased
our anxiety.

The instructor

SA

provided an example
presentation of the
Showcase
assignment.

Instructor Coaching sent to all instructor participants
Feedback Survey
The Feedback Survey to be given to students in the experiment group after
completing their introduction speeches. This is to be the last survey the students
complete. You may assign the Post-SCAM survey and this survey, feedback survey, on
the same day if you feel your students have time to complete them both, but they should
complete the Post-SCAM survey before being handed this feedback survey. For clarity
across all sections please say, “This survey is collecting feedback on the Showcase Assignment
we completed at the first of the semester. This is the assignment where you had to demonstrate a
talent to the class. The questions will ask for your opinion on the assignment itself and how the
assignment affected your apprehension for speaking in this class. If you have any questions
please do not hesitate to ask. Also remember that you are not required to participate and that

your choice to participate or not nor the answers you select will have any bearing on your
success in this class or my personal opinion of you.” Please try to assign all surveys to
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volunteering students on a day that the majority of the class is present or provide them
with multiple opportunities to complete the surveys as to avoid missing data when
possible. This survey must be completed and submitted to the researcher by February 23,
2018.
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Appendix E: Instructor Survey
Instructor Survey: Instructions: Please read the following statements about your actions
in the classroom regarding the Showcase Assignment. Please indicate your level of
agreement with the following statements by the response the best fits your level of
agreement: Strongly agree=SA; Agree=A; Disagree=D; Strongly disagree=SD.

Indicate Answers Here: Strongly Agree
I explained the
SA
A

Agree

Disagree

Strongly

D

SD

Disagree

purpose of the
to my
Iassignment
reassured my

SA

A

D

SD

assignment
is not for SA
I reminded my

A

D

SD

freeofclass. SA
Ijudgement
helped think

A

D

SD

presentation ideas
I spoke individually SA
for my students.
with students who

A

D

SD

were
particularly
I disclosed
my

SA

A

D

SD

nervous. fears with
personal
I personally gave an SA
my students.
example presentation

A

D

SD

my students.
Ifor
invite
students to

SA

A

D

SD

of
class with
I created
a laid back SA

A

D

SD

A

D

SD

students.this
students

a grade. that this is a
students

telephone me outside

questions. for this
environment
I repeatedly asked my

SA

assignment.
students how
they feel about the
assignment and due date

assignment, due
dates, or discussion
topic.
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Instructor Coaching sent to all instructor Participants
Instructor Survey
The Instructor Survey is the survey you will take after all students have completed
their surveys. Please answer these questions in relation to the Showcase Assignment. This
is the very last responsibility you will have in this study. Please have this survey
completed and turned in to the researcher by February 23, 2018. If you have any
questions please do not hesitate to ask.
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Appendix F: Sample Email request sent to instructors

Mrs. Jane Doe
My name is Amelia Sanders, and I am an alumnus of Arkansas State University. I
am completing my Doctorate of Higher Education at the University of Memphis, and I
want to conduct research for my dissertation here at ASU. I have met with the
Department chair and faculty members of the communication department and presented
them with a PowerPoint explaining my research and how to become participants. For this
study, I will be surveying both faculty members and volunteering students. I am attaching
the presentation I just gave here to the faculty members as well as a copy of my approved
IRB form from Memphis. I was hoping you could advise me as to the proper protocol for
conducting research here as an alumni. Please let me know if you would be interested in
participating in this study.
Thank you very much,

Amelia Sanders 731-610-3058
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Appendix G: IRB Approval
IRB #: PRO-FY2018-1
Title: AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY ON THE EFFECTS OF THE SHOWCASE
ASSIGNMENT: TREATING PUBLIC
SPEAKING ANXIETY THROUGH THE USE OF EXPERINTAL LEARNING AND
SELF- DISCLOSURE THEORIES
Creation Date: 7-2-2017
End Date: Status: Approved
Principal Investigator: Amelia Young
Review Board: University of Memphis Full Board
Sponsor:
Study History
Submission Type Initial Review Type Exempt Decision Exempt
Key Study Contacts
Member Amelia Young Role Principal Investigator
Contact
agyoung2@memphis.edu
Member Wendy Griswold Role Co-Principal Investigator
Contact
wgrswold@memphis.edu
Member Amelia Young Role Primary Contact
Contact
agyoung2@memphis.edu
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Appendix H: Research CITI training form

*

NOTE: Scores on this Requirements Report reflect quiz completions at the time all requirements for the course were

met. See list below for details. See separate Transcript Report for more recent quiz scores, including those on optional
(supplemental) course elements.
•

Name: Amelia Sanders (ID: 5921613)

•

Email: agyoung2@memphis.edu

•

Institution Affiliation: University of Memphis (ID: 2176)

•

Institution Unit: Higher and Adult Education

•

Curriculum Group: IRB Members - Basic/Refresher

•

Course Learner Group: Same as Curriculum Group

•

Stage: Stage 1 - Basic Course

•

Description: This Basic Course is appropriate for IRB or Ethics Committee

• Report ID: 21223200
•

Completion Date: 20-Oct-2016

•

Expiration Date: 20-Oct-2018

REQUIRED AND ELECTIVE MODULES ONLY

DATE

SCORE

COMPLETED
Avoiding Group Harms - U.S. Research Perspectives (ID: 14080)
Avoiding Group Harms - International Research Perspectives (ID:

20-Oct-2016
20-Oct-2016

3/3 (100%)
3/3 (100%)

University of Memphis (ID: 14523)

20-Oct-2016

No Quiz

Populations in Research Requiring Additional Considerations and/or

20-Oct-2016

4/5 (80%)

Belmont Report and CITI Course Introduction (ID: 1127)

20-Oct-2016

3/3 (100%)

Students in Research (ID: 1321)

20-Oct-2016

4/5 (80%)

History and Ethical Principles - SBE (ID: 490)

20-Oct-2016

5/5 (100%)

History and Ethics of Human Subjects Research (ID: 498)

20-Oct-2016

7/7 (100%)

Defining Research with Human Subjects - SBE (ID: 491)

20-Oct-2016

5/5 (100%)

The Federal Regulations - SBE (ID: 502)

20-Oct-2016

4/5 (80%)

Basic Institutional Review Board (IRB) Regulations and Review

20-Oct-2016

5/5 (100%)

Assessing Risk - SBE (ID: 503)

20-Oct-2016

5/5 (100%)

Informed Consent - SBE (ID: 504)

20-Oct-2016

5/5 (100%)

Informed Consent (ID: 3)

20-Oct-2016

5/5 (100%)

Privacy and Confidentiality - SBE (ID: 505)

20-Oct-2016

5/5 (100%)

14081)

Protections (ID: 16680)

Process (ID: 2)
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Social and Behavioral Research (SBR) for Biomedical Researchers (ID: 20-Oct-2016

4/4 (100%)

4)
Records-Based Research (ID: 5)

20-Oct-2016

3/3 (100%)

Genetic Research in Human Populations (ID: 6)

20-Oct-2016

4/5 (80%)

Research with Prisoners - SBE (ID: 506)

20-Oct-2016

4/5 (80%)

Vulnerable Subjects - Research Involving Prisoners (ID: 8)

20-Oct-2016

4/4 (100%)

Research with Children - SBE (ID: 507)

20-Oct-2016

5/5 (100%)

Vulnerable Subjects - Research Involving Children (ID: 9)

20-Oct-2016

3/3 (100%)

Research in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools - SBE (ID: 508) 20-Oct-2016

4/5 (80%)

Vulnerable Subjects - Research Involving Pregnant Women, Human

20-Oct-2016

3/3 (100%)

International Research - SBE (ID: 509)

20-Oct-2016

4/5 (80%)

International Studies (ID: 971)

20-Oct-2016

3/3 (100%)

Internet-Based Research - SBE (ID: 510)

20-Oct-2016

5/5 (100%)

FDA-Regulated Research (ID: 12)

20-Oct-2016

5/5 (100%)

Research and HIPAA Privacy Protections (ID: 14)

20-Oct-2016

4/5 (80%)

Fetuses, and Neonates (ID: 10)

Vulnerable Subjects - Research Involving Workers/Employees (ID: 483) 20-Oct-2016

4/4 (100%)

Conflicts of Interest in Research Involving Human Subjects (ID: 488)

20-Oct-2016

5/5 (100%)

The IRB Member Module - 'What Every New IRB Member Needs to

20-Oct-2016

2/7 (29%)

Know' (ID: 816)
Minimum Passing: 80
Reported Score*: 90
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Appendix I: Informed Consent
Informed Consent Evaluation Research
Congratulations your class has been chosen to be part of a research study this
semester. Have any of you been part of a research study before? The purpose of this
study is to evaluate the effects of a newly developed classroom assignment to lower
communication apprehension in the speech classroom.
If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to complete a series of surveys
and ask to have access to your introduction speech and informative speech grades, but
please be aware that no names will ever be used for anything. You will be asked to
provide your full initials for paired sampling. Your instructors and the researcher will not
be able to distinguish your surveys or your grades that are to be released. This study
includes multiple institutions, and all survey answers will only be entered as numbers. If
the results of this study are ever published no names will be used. Your confidentiality is
a top concern. Please be advised that this will not affect your grade at all! There are no
right or wrong answers to any survey or activity involved. We simply want your opinion
to help make the classroom a better place! Please note that if you are under the age of 18
you will not be allowed to participate in this study.
While your participation in any and all surveys is optional and you can withdraw
at any time, I highly encourage you to participate in all surveys. The benefit to you is that
you will learn more about yourself and public speaking, you can help make the speech
classroom a better place for future students, and you are helping a graduate student
complete their dissertation.
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If you have questions: The researcher conducting this study is Amelia Sanders.
Please ask any questions you have now. If you have questions later, you may contact
Amelia at agyoung2@memphis.edu or at 731-610-3058 or Dr. Wendy Griswold at 901678-5439. If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a subject in this
study, you may contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Memphis at 901-6782705 or irb@memphis.edu
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Appendix J: IRB Guided Anonymity Measures
As requested by the IRB before approval could be granted, the researcher
provided her students with the verbal informed consent exactly as the other three
instructor participants by reading directly from the informed consent handout. To prevent
instructor influence or coercion, this study presents no more than minimal risks to
students, with this risk being that some students may find participating in the Showcase
Assignment to be uncomfortable since it is designed to have students face their
communication apprehension head on. Also, students were fervently reminded that
volunteering is optional and has no bearing on their grade with the distribution of each
handout and survey instrument, and they were reminded that participation in this study
offers students an opportunity for personal growth. They were always reminded that they
did not have to participate and that their choice to participate nor their answers would
have any bearing on their grade or their instructor’s opinion of them. It was made very
clear to students upon the distribution of each survey, and upon the collection of the last
survey that:
• They did not have to participate,
• They could withdraw any time,
• They could ask questions,
• Their grade would not be affected,
• It would be impossible for the researcher to identify them because of the strict
anonymity measures,
• They were reminded to adhere to the anonymity measures by not putting their name on
anything,
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• Their instructor and/or the researcher would not judge them positively or negatively
based on their participation or their answers,
• There are no right or wrong answers,
• The benefits and risks associated with the study during the first reviewing of the
informed consent,
• The instructor is blinded from the identity of the participants by using student initials
rather than names and data will not be analyzed until the first speech grades are entered.
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